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The purpose of this study was to assess the implications which
family and school partnerships had for schools which implemented site-
based management. Three site-based managed schools, which piloted the
program in the Atlanta Public School System (APS) were studied, as were
three traditionally managed schools within APS.
The independent variable for this study was the type of management
at the school; the dependent variables were school and family
partnerships. Six types of partnerships were studied using the Taking
Stock/For Families and Taking Stock/For Educators questionnaires
developed by the National Committee for Citizens in Education.
Interviews with school representatives were also done to corroborate and
amplify responses to the questionnaires.
Information gained from the interviews showed little difference in
the ways the two types of schools related to and communicated with
families and students. Data from the questionnaires indicated that both
families and educators at the traditionally managed schools perceived
their schools as doing more to create family-school partnerships than
did the families and educators at the site-based managed schools.
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In the current wave of school reforms, a number of
researchers and national commission reports have recommended
increased autonomy of schools within public education
(Insights 1989). According to Corrine Hill, President of
the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,
"Schools need to respond to changing social forces," which
means "developing new leadership to anticipate and address
these changes when planning school programs." President
Hill further stated that today's school leaders should be
visionaries who are "able to work collaboratively with
parents, human service providers, and others to build a
sense of community within each school" (O'Neil 1992, 34).
To be effective, Sizer (1992) argues, schools should be
entirely reorganized, based on a new vision of what a
thoughtful and informed high school graduate would look
like. He also advocates the "unqualified" delegation of
authority from states and school districts to individual
schools (Sizer 1992).
Site-Based Management (SBM) is one way to increase
autonomy. As a reform strategy, the idea of site-based
management has caught the attention of national, state, and
district leaders. Site-based management is promoted as "a
means to decentralize and democratize educational
policymaking, a means to energize and revitalize school
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systems" (Malen and Ogawa 1988, 253). It involves shifting
the initiative in public education from school boards,
superintendents and central administration offices to
individual schools (Hill and Bonan 1991). Site-based
management can be seen as a vehicle for involving parents
through the School Advisory Council. As parents are
encouraged to participate in this shared decision-making
council, more parents are likely to become involved as
partners with their local schools. It was the intent of
this study to examine the effectiveness of SBM as a means of
school reorganization for developing increased parental
involvement and to compare SBM schools with traditionally
managed schools.
Background of the Problem
Schools across America, especially those in urban
areas, are in serious trouble (Monteagudo 1990; Chubb and
Moe 1988; Goodlad 1984). Spiraling dropout rates, declining
student achievement, frustrated and inadequately prepared
teachers, gangs and drugs, and graduates who are
functionally illiterate all are symptoms of a deeper crisis.
The crisis is in our classrooms where children's needs are
not recognized and where their parents' and society's
expectations are not met.
Today's children need to acquire the skills and
knowledge to live in an increasingly complex, technological
world. Even in the best settings where information is there
to be learned, students who are not interested in school
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because the material is not relevant to them, who do not pay
attention in classes, who are not motivated to learn, will
not. The function of today's schools and educators is not
only to pass on knowledge, but also to motivate students to
incorporate that knowledge into their lives, to learn how to
utilize that information, and to seek answers on their own.
Educators recognize that children who can memorize and apply
algorithms but cannot reason well are not adequately
prepared for the jobs and society of today, let alone
tomorrow; that children who have reading "skills" but do not
read are not literate in the way we need them to be (Schaps
1991 ).
There is no simple or single blueprint for creating
good schools (Monteagudo 1990). Good schools are the
creation of a particular school community that responds to
the needs of the children and reflects what the community
believes to be important for children to learn.
One approach to restructuring schools to more closely
reflect and meet the needs of each particular school
community is site-based management. The site-based (or
school-based) management concept for school governance is
based on institutional change.
Although there are many versions of site-based
management, as a decentralized form of organization, it
increases the autonomy of those who are closest to the
delivery source of education. Increased autonomy for each
school unit has various meanings such as political
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decentralization, administrative decentralization, and
shared decision making. Essentially, the approach involves
creating formal structures (committees, cabinets, councils
or boards) composed of building administration, teachers and
parents at each school site. Often termed school councils,
these bodies become "the primary forum for shared decision
making" (Clark 1979). New perceptions in school
restructuring have recognized the mutual interests and
overlapping influence of schools and families. School and
family partnerships emphasize that the two institutions
share major responsibilities for children's education. They
also recognize the importance and potential influence of all
family members, not just the parents (Epstein 1992), For
too long, most of the national reform efforts have ignored
the family's role in student achievement and parent
involvement in school improvement. Studies show that
programs designed with a strong component of parent
involvement produce students who perform better than those
who have taken part in otherwise identical programs with
less parent involvement. Students in schools who maintain
contact with their communities out perform those in other
schools, according to Henderson (1987, iv) who writes:
"when parents are involved in their children's education,
children do better in school and they go to better schools,"
Marburger (1985, 138) agrees:
Both families and schools want to help them learn,
grow and develop into educated, responsible, and
caring adults. Because families and schools share
the same basic goals, it seems only obvious that
parents and educators should be working together.
For decades, parent organizations have maintained that
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parent participation would "substantially increase the
ability of parents and school personnel to influence school
policies" (Pierce 1978). School councils would "give
parents the right to participate in important school
decisions," and the means to acquire "greater control over
school programs and policies" (Clark 1979).
By altering decision making relationships, site-based
management could make schools more responsive to their
clients and constituents, more receptive to innovations, and
more deserving of public support (Davies 1978; Goodlad 1984;
Thomas 1980).
According to Cetron and Gayle (1991) many schools
throughout the country have adopted some form of on-site
management of their schools. In this system, the decision¬
making responsibility is held by the people (teachers,
school administrators and, at times, parents and community
members) at the school-building level, allowing persons
closest to the students to make the decisions about
curriculum, methodology, time organization, and resource
allocation.
In site-based management systems, authority is shared
by the principal, teachers, parents and members of the
community in many cases. The most common site-based systems
operating at present, however, do not actively include
parents and/or members of the community (Raywid 1990).
To raise student achievement, allow for greater
opportunity to empower and share decisions at the local
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school level, the Atlanta Public Schools (APS) began a pilot
program on SBM during the school term 1989-90. Included in
this pilot program were one elementary, one middle, and one
high school. This was a three year pilot. At the
conclusion of the program, the Atlanta Board of Education
adopted a policy on SBM with the intent to encourage and
facilitate the implementation of SBM in Atlanta Public
Schools.
The intent of this study was to determine if there were
differences in family and school partnerships in schools
that implemented SBM and those that did not. Six types of
family and school collaborations as detailed by Epstein
(1992) were examined to determine the difference. They were
distinguished as follows:
1) School Help for Families
2) School-Home Communication
3) Family Help for Schools
4) Involvement in Governance, Decision Making, and
Advocacy
5) Involvement in Learning Activities at Home
6) Collaboration and Exchanges with the Community.
Statement of the Problem
The problem investigated in this study was to determine
if there were any differences in the quality and nature of
family and school partnerships in schools which had and did
not have site-based management.
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In the shadow of concern for school reform is the
creation of a positive climate for productive interaction
between parents and school staff so that they can work
together to identify children's needs (Hall and Henderson
1990). Available literature suggests that teachers and
parents should be able to wield significant influence on
education policy if shared decision making bodies are
located at the school and are granted broad jurisdiction and
formal policymaking authority, and if participants, notably
principals, teachers, and parents are given "equal vote"
protections and training is provided (Malen and Ogawa 1988).
Significance of the Study
The rationale of this study was that schools should be
both the objects and the arenas for educational improvement
and change. We should focus on the school as a "center of
decision making and renewal" (Sirotnik and Clark 1988).
School-based management focuses the full resources of the
system at the school level and allows decisions to take
place at that level. In a self-managing school there is a
comprehensive approach to school management that links goal¬
setting, needs identification, policy-making, planning,
budgeting, learning, and teaching and evaluating. Each
school becomes a decision-making unit. SBM seeks to involve
school staff and parents in the decision-making process.
This shared decision making (SDM), at its most fundamental,
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is composed of school staff and includes teachers and other
professional staff. A majority of on-site management
programs limit participation to teachers and principals.
The composition and nature of the SDM, however, is dependent
upon the individual school (Duttweiler 1989). This study
focused on those schools in which, by definition, parents
and members of the community were actively involved in the
decision making process.
The significance of the problem lies in the extent to
which its findings: (1) serve to provide a framework for
school restructuring and improvement; (2) focus attention
upon the importance of parental involvement in children's
education; and (3) encourage other research studies in this
area of educational reform.
Research Questions
1 . Do schools with or without SBM differ in the assistance
they provide families?
2. Do schools with or without SBM differ in the schools'
communication with families?
3. Do schools with or without SBM differ in the
involvement of parents and community to assist school
staff and children?
4. Do schools with or without SBM differ in parent
involvement in governance, advocacy and decision
making?
Do schools with or without SBM differ in family
involvement of learning activities at home?
5.
9
6. Do schools with or without SBM differ in collaboration
and exchanges with the community?
Summary
Site-based management is one of today's most widely
discussed educational reforms. It is one of the changes in
organizational structure being tested in the search for more
effective ways of providing students with opportunities to
achieve success in learning. Moving decision-making to the
school site furnishes the flexibility needed to adjust
conditions to meet the unique needs of each school.
Coupling the authority to make decisions and including
parents and the community in the responsibility for student
success appears to offer a chance for real improvement in
our schools.
CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter presents a review of the literature
relative to the variables in this study. It is arranged in
three sections, the historical background, the importance of
parental involvement, and site-based managed schools.
Historical Background
As the American colonies were settled and public
schools were established, the local citizens directly con¬
trolled all aspects of their children's education, from what
was taught, who the teacher was, which children went to
school and for how long (Mitchell and Cunningham 1990).
Although early Massachusetts legislation placed local
educational responsibility and control in the township, the
people were not long satisfied. As the colonists spread out
and new communities developed, the residents wanted their
own educational institutions. This was natural in a time
when population was scattered and sparse, when communication
and transportation between communities were difficult, and
when isolation was the condition of life. The people in the
community had direct control over the education of their
children at, most often, the only school in the community.
As the frontier moved westward, this tendency continued.
The idea of "home rule" in education is historical (AASA
1952). For a long period the small district, with its
schools in physical proximity of the students and in control
of residents of the community, was looked upon as the
10
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epitome of educational organization. Every community saw
itself as independently competent to choose its teachers,
determine the conditions and programs of learning, and
govern and finance the school.
As this country's population grew, as occupations
changed, as transportation and communication improved, no
longer could the one room school house on which local
control was absolute meet the demands for education. The
administration of schools became more centralized. For
almost a century, there has been a steady trend toward
state-level control of the schools away from classroom
control (Cetron and Gayle 1991). The organization of local
school districts for the administration of education within
each state developed out of the political philosophy and the
geographic circumstances of the growing nation. Every state
except Hawaii has created local school districts for the
purposes of administering and operating the public school
program.
One result of these changes in American society and
their impact on the school systems has been that parents
gradually were pushed out of direct control of the schools
(Henderson 1987). Parents and the local community were kept
at a distance as direct local involvement in the day-to-day
operation of the schools was minimized. Schools became
increasing insulated from public controls (Raywid 1990).
Elaborate state and local educational bureaucracies
developed which helped create an "us-against-them"
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environment, wherein the educators were the professionals
who knew how best to teach children, while the parents were
looked upon as unenlightened about how the system should
work (McPherson, Crowson, and Pitner 1986).
Citizen advisory groups, considered by some as the
precursors of site-based managed schools, started appearing
in the mid- to late-1950s (Mitchell 1990). Initially, most
of these groups focused on building programs and bond issues
to meet the demands of the burgeoning school population. By
getting parents and other community citizens actively
involved, school boards felt they had a better chance of
gaining widespread community support to meet their financial
and building needs. Some of these groups could also make
recommendations about curriculum changes, new policies and
the salary scale for professionals, but they had little real
power except at the ballot box (Mitchell and Cunningham
1990).
While the general public insists they believe in local
responsibility, in far too many instances they have failed
to exercise much responsibility (Cetron and Gayle 1991).
Often only a minority has participated in elections for
board members, and too many boards have failed to meet some
of their responsibilities for developing an effective
program of education in the district. During recent years,
control of education has gradually moved toward the state,
and in some respects, toward the federal government. This
shift began:
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...in the late 1970s, largely through the imposition
of state competency tests to determine students'
eligibility to graduate, and in some cases even to
be promoted to the next grade. The effort has been
stepped up during the 1980s, with curricular
mandates and course-content specification, in
addition to more tests (Raywid 1990, 164).
Recent changes which have brought about the downfall of
the barriers between educators, parents and other members of
the community stem from the widely recognized problems with
today's educational system (Mitchell 1990). Schools have
been (and continue to be) criticized because they are not
educating their students, they are not teaching the correct
material to enable the students to be productive citizens,
they are not motivating the children, and they do not keep
students until graduation. Increasingly, an awareness of
the need to change how schools are structured and governed
has grown. Parental involvement and advisement in the
functioning of schools is now common, and in some areas,
such as Chicago and Dade County, Florida, it is mandated
(Cetron and Gayle 1991). These changes in the involvement
of the community and parents in the governance of the
schools is a relatively recent development and "...is often
characterized as a second phase of the excellence movement
of the 1980s" (Pipho 1986).
Importance of Parental Involvement
There are good reasons for teachers to want parents to
be involved in the education of their children (Olson 1990;
Herman and Yeh 1980; Barth 1979). Greenberg (1989) believes
that encouraging parental involvement aids teachers in
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building children's self-esteem, reduces discipline
problems, and increases children's regard for themselves as
learners. Parents teach their children much that cannot be
taught in school.
Research indicates that children achieve more when
parents are involved in their schooling (Clark 1983). The
major findings from the research on parent involvement have
been summarized by Henderson (1988):
• The family, not the school, provides the primary
educational environment for children;
• Involving parents in their children's formal
education improves the children's achievements;
• Parent involvement is most effective when it is
comprehensive, well-planned, and long-lasting;
• Involving parents when their children are young
has beneficial effects that persist throughout
the child's academic career;
• Involving parents with their children's
education at home may not be enough to improve
schools; a school's average level of achievement
does not appear to improve unless parents are
involved in the school; and
• Children from low-income and minority families
benefit the most when parents are involved in
the schools, and parents do not have to be
well-educated to make a difference.
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Although parental involvement is very important, it is
not always easy for the teacher, the school, or the parents
to facilitate. Old habits are hard to change, and even
where parental participation has been mandated, it has been
resisted by school personnel (Snider 1991).
Site-Based Managed Schools
Beginning in the late 1970s-early 1980s, states started
to require improved academic standards, established state-
or, at least, district-wide curriculum, and set stricter
attendance and course requirements. All of these efforts
were made to counter the "lack of excellence" found in the
nation's schools (Goodlad 1984). Although schools
implemented the required changes, the expected improvement
in student performance, attendance and graduation rates, and
other measured criteria did not materialize. Research
indicates "that successful change must originate and be
implemented at the school level, not outside the schools"
(Raywid 1990; Goodlad 1984). It is reasonable to believe
that such school-based administration will be more attuned
to the particular characteristics of students and to their
educational needs. Further, site-based managed schools
should be more flexible in meeting the specific needs and
interests of individual students than can schools which are
district-managed and controlled by specific curricular
agendas.
As Guthrie (1986) noted site-based management for
schools is not a new concept. He gives examples of school-
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based management programs being recommended for the State of
New York in 1971 and for Florida in 1973, and being enacted
as the School Improvement Program (SIP) in California in
1975. He suggests that the site-based program was
originally proposed "as a means of offsetting the increased
state authority and the centralization of funding" (Guthrie
1986, 309).
Site-based management makes the school the primary unit
of education. Proponents of site-based managed schools
argue that the decisions can best be made by people directly
affected by them because reforms work best when people
carrying them out feel they "own" the new system and are
personally responsible for the results (Mitchell 1990).
Advocates of restructuring the administration of American
schools propose shared decision making among all the school
constituents (Cairnes, Molberg, and Zander 1983). Marburger
(1985) suggests that only by actively involving parents in
the decision making process can real change be effected,
because these individuals are community representatives and
not directly under the influence of the school board.
All SBM proposals call for the establishment of one or
more school advisory councils for obtaining input from
teachers and school administrators and, in some cases, from
parents and the community (Mitchell 1990). Advocates of
site-based management stress that in order for change to be
effected the local school council must make curriculum.
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personnel and budget decisions for that school. As Raywid
(1990) states:
The extent to which site management would affect the
autonomy of the school and the distribution of power
in the school and between school and parents would
depend heavily upon (1) the way the school advisory
council is constituted and named, (2) the functions
assigned it, and (3) the way in which the principal
is named and maintained in office. A site-
management plan with minimal lay representation on
the school advisory council, or one in which council
members are named by and strictly advisory to the
principal, has not redistributed authority between
school and community at all... (184-185).
In some areas, such as Chicago and Dade County (Miami), the
councils are decision-making bodies, actually setting school
policy; in other cases, such as Hammond, Indiana and
Jefferson County, Kentucky, they merely serve as advisors to
the principal who makes the ultimate decisions.
Hill's research on the eight site-based programs
sponsored by the Northwest Area Foundation showed that they
"shied away from involvement in decisions on budgeting,
curriculum and staffing" (Hill, n.d. as quoted in Raywid
1990).
In most cases site-managed schools have not had much
control over budget, staffing and curriculum according to
research to date (Raywid 1990; Kolderie 1988). Site-based
management programs initiated in Rochester, New York, Dade
County, Florida, and Chicago, Illinois provide direct
control by site-teams on budget, staffing and the
curriculum. Evidence to date, however, suggests that site
management programs face difficulties because the districts
have been reluctant to totally delegate authority for such
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decisions as budget, staffing and curriculum (Clune and
White 1987). Formal evaluation of many of these programs is
just now beginning so it is too early to tell whether these
groups have been able to retain and effectively use such
power.
Many schools around the country have adopted some level
of SBM (Cetron and Gayle 1991). The amount of authority
given to the teachers, parents and community advisors
varies. In many so-called SBM schools most of the decisions
are still made by the principal and the school district,
rather than by the classroom teachers and the parents.
Increasingly though, there are school systems wherein
the local school is gaining more autonomy in its day-to-day
decision making. For example, in Hammond, Indiana, a
school-based management arrangement of governance was
adopted. The Hammond program, called School Improvement
Process (SIP) was based on similar SIP programs previously
implemented in California. The school board transferred
limited curricular authority to the schools (Raywid 1990).
While this program includes parents, community members and
students as well as teachers and school administrators in
advisory roles, teachers dominate curriculum planning and
decision-making. Although Casner-Lotto (1988) claimed that
this program offers parents active involvement at the school
level, there is little indication in the literature about
the Hammond experience to indicate that parents have
decision-making authority.
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The Hammond program, which started as a pilot project
in 1982 in Hammond High School, now includes all 25 schools
in the district. Each school has a 15-20 member school-
improvement committee, composed of teachers, school
administrators, parents, students, and community members.
Generally, an agenda for the school's improvement is set by
a sub-group of this committee, consisting of the school
principal, one or two teachers and a parent. To date,
results have been positive. School attendance has improved,
the failure rate has fallen dramatically, and student scores
on competency tests have increased.
One problem noted in the Hammond experience was that
the momentum for change and the active participation of
parents and the community has not been sustained. In
Hammond, there was a high level of active participation
initially in each school, but the level tapered off with
time and as teachers, principals and parents left the
project (Casner-Lotto 1988).
In Brighton High School, in a suburb of Rochester, New
York, an on-site management approach to curriculum de¬
velopment was implemented. In this case, as in the 156
schools in Jefferson County, Kentucky, teachers have become
the dominant, active force in shaping schedules, developing
classes, and implementing changes (Cetron and Gayle 1991).
It seems that the more severe the problems found in the
school systems, the more autonomy that has been mandated to
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the local schools. This can be seen in the Chicago and Dade
County experiences.
By the mid-1980s, the Chicago Public Schools had
deteriorated to being some of the worst in the nation
(Cetron and Gayle 1991). The drop-out rate exceeded 50%
throughout the city, and in some schools as many as 80% of
the students dropped out before graduation (Ogletree and
McHenry 1990). Further, many of those who did stay in
school long enough to graduate were functionally illiterate.
Added to this were the problems of drugs and alcohol abuse,
gangs, teen-age pregnancy, and crimes in general. The
Chicago schools were in chaos.
To address these problems. Mayor Harold Washington
called an Education Summit made up of parents, state
legislators and leaders of school and civic organizations.
In 1988, this group proposed sweeping changes for the school
system, many of which were adopted by the Illinois
legislature the next year (Ogletree and McHenry 1990). Each
council consists of the school principal and ten elected
members: six parents who have children at the school, two
community representatives who do not, and two teachers from
the school. These councils wield enormous power over school
operations. They can make budget decisions, recommend
changes in the curriculum, advise on textbooks and
attendance and disciplinary problems, and hire and fire
principals, who used to enjoy life tenure (Cetron and Gaylor
1991 ) .
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The first councils in Chicago were elected in 1989 and
were charged with developing a three-year improvement plan
for the schools to meet the goals set forth in the Chicago
School Reform Act. Research is just now starting to review
what type of changes are taking place and how they will
impact the education of the students. Many of the studies
done to date focus on the role of the principal and/or
teachers. A survey of 100 Chicago school teachers by
Ogletree and McHenry (1990) suggested that the program did
not have the support of the classroom teachers because they
do not feel that they were directly involved in the planning
and decision-making process. These researchers stressed
that until the teachers were more involved, the desired
changes would not be seen. Further, principals have
generally been non-supportive because they have lost power
and the potential for life-long tenure (Bacchus and
Marchiafava 1991).
It is too early to determine how effective these school
councils will be in addressing the problems facing the
Chicago Public Schools. As Cetron and Gayle (1991) note,
however, there is much reason for optimism that the site-
based schools in Chicago will be an improvement because the
schools could not get any worse.
Another example of site-based school governance
directly and actively involving parents and members of the
community is in Dade County (Miami), Florida. The public
schools in Dade County were encountering many of the same
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problems found in Chicago and other large urban communities.
Less than half the eligible students graduated, and many of
those who did were not prepared to function in the world.
In Dade County, each school receives its budget in a
lump sum, subject to managerial discretion of the principal
and the instructional staff (Mitchell 1990). The district
has also waived certain policies and regulations, such an
mandated class size, length of the school day, and the like.
About half of Miami's 267 schools established
independent councils that control their day-to-day
operations (Cetron and Gayle 1991). These councils were
established in 1987-88 and were given a three-year period in
which to make on-site changes before they would become ac¬
countable for progress. Formal evaluation of this program
is just beginning, but indications are that the changes are
effecting positive results. Informal surveys showed that
the functioning of the councils had improved since they
first started. More time is now spend on addressing
pertinent issues rather than on what they should be doing
(Mitchell, 1990). Further, there appeared to be an
increased effort on the part of the school staff to get
parents more actively involved in the process.
Site-based management programs take time to develop
within the school. Many problems are encountered as the
present culture of the schools and districts is changed.
This is especially true in school systems such as those in
Chicago and Miami which have been in chaos for so long. It
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will take much time and effort to get beyond the "us-versus-
them" mentality and start tapping into the expertise of all
members of the SBM councils (Hess and Easton 1991). Some
early research on site-based management found that the
advisory group was not considered by school "insiders" as
part of the school's operation. Rather, they were seen as
one of many outside projects thrust upon the school (Raywid
1990).
There are many other problems inherent in the
application of site-based managed schools. One is getting
and maintaining the active involvement of teachers, parents
and community leaders. The early experience in Hammond,
Indiana showed that participation and enthusiasm might
diminish after a few years and that when dynamic leaders
leave the school councils, the programs might stagnate.
Another concern is that with the elimination of a uniform
curriculum throughout the school district, students
progressing from one school to another might not be properly
prepared or might be overly educated for their new setting.
Some coordination of programs between schools must be
addressed.
Summary
In general, little empirical research has addressed
parental and community involvement in site-based management
to date (David 1989). In many cases, such as in Chicago and
Dade County, such studies are just now starting. Most of
the research that has been done has focused on the role of
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the teacher and/or the school principal rather than on the
role of the parents and community. Many of the resources
available on site-based management include testimonials,
articles arguing for or against the idea, and the like.
Research on parental and community involvement in SBM are
rarely available, probably because they have not been a
dominant and/or active force in most of the SBM programs in
place around the country. The projects in Chicago,
Rochester, and Dade County offer the opportunity to research




The concern of this study was to investigate the
implications of site-based management for school and family
partnerships. The dependent variables were the quality and
nature of school and family partnerships. The independent
variable was school management style. The assumption of
this study was that family and school partnerships were more
likely to be successful in schools that implement SBM than
in those which did not.
Independent and Dependent Variables
The dependent variables were family and school
partnerships. Six types of family and school partnerships,
as detailed by Epstein (1992), were examined in this study.
These collaborations were distinguished as:
1 . School Help for Families
2. School-Home Communication
3. Family Help for Schools
4. Involvement in Learning Activities at Home
5. Involvement in Governance, Decision Making,
and Advocacy, and
6. Collaboration and Exchanges with the
Community.




The following model illustrates the position of and
suggested relationship among the preceding variables.
Fig 1. Variables of the Study
Definition of Variables
The following operational definitions were used in this
study:
A. Independent Variables
1 . Traditional Management — a form of
organization in which decisions are made by those at the top
levels of administration: the superintendent, school board,
cabinet members and principals. Decisions are passed down
from the top level of management to the local schools, and
there is no shared decision-making at the school level.
2. Site-Based Management — a decentralized form
of organization which increases the autonomy/authority of
the school principal and encourages shared decision-making
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at the school level. Under the program of the Atlanta
Public School System, a principal's advisory body is formed
to encourage shared-decision making. Each school's advisory
council is to include, in addition to the principal, at
least one parent, one teacher, one classified employee, and
one community representative. This type of school
management, as implemented by the Atlanta Public Schools,
stresses the idea that empowering the school principal will
result in a more effective site environment in which to
educate children.
B. Dependent Variables
1. School Help for Families — schools providing
assistance for families in relation to the families'
positive home conditions that support school learning and
behavior.
2. School-Home Communication — schools
communicating to homes about school programs and children's
progress.
3. Family Help for Schools — the involvement in
schools of parents and community to assist teachers,
administrators and children in the classrooms and in other
areas of the school.
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4. Involvement in Learning Activities at
Home — parents' and children's requests of teachers to help
with ideas for home learning that is coordinated with
classroom learning.
5. Involvement in Governance, Decision Making and
Advocacy — parents and other community residents working in
advisory, decision making and school improvement groups.
6. Collaboration and Exchanges with the
Community — the provision for any institution that shares
some responsibility for children's development and success
to participate in the families and school partnership.
Relationship Among the Variables
According to Epstein (1992), families and schools share
major responsibilities for children's education, therefore,
this partnership implies a formal alliance to work toward
shared goals. Because they share the same basic goals and
want the best for children, it seems obvious that parents
and educators should be working together (Marburger 1985).
One systematic way to build family and school partnerships
is through School-Based Management, a form of school
restructuring that makes the individual school unit
responsible for the decisions made at that school.
Schools with comprehensive programs encompassing the
six types of collaborations help parents to build home
conditions for learning, communicate with the schools,
become productive volunteers at school, take
responsibilities at home to support and motivate learning.
29
and contribute to decisions that affect the schools and
their children (Epstein 1992).
Hypotheses
1. From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the assistance provided to families from
schools with and without SBM.
2. From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the schools' communication with families from
schools with and without SBM.
3. From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the involvement of parents and community in
assisting school staff and children from schools with and
without SBM.
4. From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in family involvement in learning activities in
schools with and without SBM.
5. From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in parent involvement in governance, advocacy and
decision making in schools with and without SBM.
6. From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the collaboration and exchanges with the
community in schools with and without SBM.
7. From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the assistance provided to families from
schools with and without SBM.
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8. From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the schools' communication with families from
schools with and without SBM.
9. From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the involvement of parents and community in
assisting school staff and children from schools with and
without SBM.
10. From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in family involvement in learning activities in
schools with and without SBM.
11. From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in parent involvement in governance, advocacy and
decision making in schools with and without SBM.
12. From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the collaboration and exchanges with the
community in schools with and without SBM.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study included:
1. The study was limited to only six schools in the
metropolitan Atlanta Public Schools System: two elementary,
two middle and two high schools.
2. There were a limited number of actual research
studies to make a significant comparison of the findings.
3. This study did not provide a true test of site-
based management in general because of the modified type of
SBM instituted under the pilot program of the Atlanta Public
Schools.
Summary
This chapter included the theoretical framework upon
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which this study was based. It described the relationship
among the variables, defined key terms, including an
illustration of the independent and dependent variables and
stated the hypotheses.
CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
were any differences in family and school partnerships in
schools with and without site-based management (SBM), This
chapter contains a description of the methodology of the
study.
Two types of data were used in this study, primary and
secondary. The primary data were original data, generated
by questionnaires and interviews, detailing how family and
school partnerships differ in schools with and without site-
based management. The secondary data were generated by a
review of related literature and research on the pilot SBM
program adopted by the Atlanta Public School System.
Research Design
The design employed by this study was a qualitative
methodology design. It assessed the implications which
family and school partnerships have for schools that
implement site-based management. The specific techniques
used were focused synthesis and the survey research method.
Focused synthesis included discussions with experts and
stakeholders, and researching published and unpublished
materials and documents. In-depth interviews with selected
informants and surveys to collect primary data were also
employed. The survey method using the questionnaire as the
main data collection instrument was used for several
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reasons. First, the population and resulting sample for
this study was relatively large, and the survey is a
particularly efficient method to gain data from a large
group of subjects (Black and Champion 1976). Second, the
anonymity of the questionnaire discouraged faking of
responses to the items.
The interview involved verbal interaction between the
researcher and the respondent. Black and Champion (1976)
state that some of the disadvantages of the interview format
are questionable validity of verbal responses, interviewer
variability, variations inherent in the interviewing
context, time and recording. They note, however, that a
skilled interviewer, armed with properly phrased questions,
can overcome these limitations. Further, the researcher,
who was the only interviewer, was able to control how the
questions were asked and explained, if necessary.
Information gathered from the interviews augmented data from
the questionnaires.
Unit of Study
Six schools in the Atlanta Public School System
participated in this study — the three schools which
participated in the APS pilot program using site-based
management and three matched schools which did not use site-
based management.
The population of this study consisted of principals,
or their designee, teachers, and parents of the three
schools (one elementary, one middle, one high school) which
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participated in the SBM pilot program of the Atlanta Public
School System, and of three schools (one elementary, one
middle, one high school) within the same school system which
did not participate in the SBM pilot program.
The traditionally managed schools (TMS) selected for
this research project were matched as closely as possible to
the pilot schools in several demographic characteristics.
The demographic qualities compared in selecting the TMS were
reading percentage, math percentage, socioeconomic status
(SES) (as measured by the number of free and reduced
lunches), attendance, and mobility.
TABLE 1
SELECT DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE




Pilot 51 59 74 94.8 .41
Traditionally
Managed
Elementary 55 58 76 94.8 .46
SBM Middle




50 50 60 93.3 .24
SBM High School
Pilot 51 51 44 83.2 .39
Traditionally
Managed High
School 43 44 50 91 .2 .15
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Instrumentation
Two instruments were used in this study, the
questionnaire and the interview.
The questionnaire selected was entitled "Taking Stock:
The Inventory of Family, Community and School Support for
Student Achievement," developed by the National Committee
for Citizens in Education (NCCE). The questionnaire was in
two forms. Taking Stock/For Educators (Appendix A) and
Taking Stock/For Families (Appendix B). Taking Stock is
organized around basic elements of an effective
family/community school partnership for student achievement.
Those elements include reaching out to families by
establishing an effective two-way communication system
between the school and its families; welcoming parents into
the school building by making parents feel comfortable and
as though they belong in the school; developing a strong
relationship between families and the school by helping
parents communicate with and get to know the teachers and
administrators; helping parents understand the school
curriculum by informing parents/family members about the
school's educational program and what is taught grade by
grade; and helping parents to be more effective as parents
and as community members by providing education and
connection to community social services.
The family and educator questionnaires, designed as
inventories or checklists, were used to discern how members
of a school community felt about or assessed the quality of
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the school's relationship with its families. The
questionnaires had been field tested by the National
Committee for Citizens in Education. The field testing was
conducted in middle and elementary schools, primarily in
urban districts.
The items on the questionnaires for educators and the
one for families were constructed in parallel fashion. That
is, for each question on the family questionnaire, there was
a corresponding question on the educator questionnaire.
Therefore, the parent and educator responses could be fairly
compared. The Taking Stock questionnaire contained twenty
main questions, each with a series of three to five
sub-questions. Answers to these sub-questions were
suggested in a brief checklist requiring a "yes" or "no"
response.
Further, the questionnaires contained twenty questions
asking the respondent to rate a statement concerning the
school and/or school environment. Items were rated as
"Excellent," "Good," "Fair," or "Poor."
The purpose of Taking Stock is to set standards by
which school communities can assess their progress toward
partnerships.
The interview questions addressed to the school
principals (or their designees) used by the researcher were
based on the six typologies of Epstein (1992) and correspond
with items from the Taking Stock questionnaire. One set of
questions was used to interview representatives of the
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traditionally managed schools (Appendix C). A slightly
longer set of questions was used with SBM representatives
(Appendix D). The questions were developed to determine if
the impression of the school principals about family-
community-school partnership corroborated with the responses
of the educators on the Taking Stock questionnaire and to
gain additional information about school partnerships. The
interview questions were field tested with selected
administrators in the Atlanta Public School System. The
administrators were asked to read each item and comment on
the appropriateness for use in this study. Items were
revised as needed prior to the use in the research.
Interview items were closed ended to allow for
corroboration and consistent quantification across
questionnaire results and the field research.
Data Collection Procedure
To implement this study, the following procedures were
used to collect data:
1. Obtained and constructed evaluation instruments
necessary to conduct the study.
2. Secured permission from school system's
administrators to conduct the study in its system.
(Appendix E).
3. Chose traditional-based managed schools which
closely matched the school system's SBM schools to
participate in the study.
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4. Secured permission from the building administrator
to conduct the parent (family) and educator survey
instruments in the school. (Appendix F),
5. Secured permission from the building administrator
to be interviewed by the researcher.
6. Distributed the Taking Stock questionnaires to
families and educators. (Appendix G). Interviewed
administrators or their designee.
7. Kept a record of all activities.
8. Analyzed data collected from all participants to be
included in the final study.
Because of the size of the population and the nature of
this study, an effort was made to have all principals and
teachers at each SBM school and at each traditionally
managed school complete a questionnaire. A questionnaire
was distributed to each educator at the site-based managed
and traditionally managed schools. Three parents and/or
family members from each SBM and TMS homeroom class were
selected by teachers to participate in the study.
The Taking Stock for Educators questionnaire was
administered at the individual schools and collected by a
representative at each school site. Students took the
Taking Stock for Families questionnaire home to their
parents and returned them to the school when completed so
that they could be collected by the individual
representative. The researcher collected completed forms
from each of the participating schools.
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Table 2 shows that of the 118 questionnaires sent to
educators in site-based managed schools, 71 questionnaires
were returned. Three hundred fifty-four (354)
questionnaires were sent to families at site-based managed
schools; of those 117 were returned. Of the 98
questionnaires sent to educators in the traditionally
managed schools, 55 were returned; and of 294 questionnaires
sent to parents/family members in the traditionally managed
schools, 145 questionnaires were returned.
TABLE 2




Educators SBM 118 71 60%
TMS 98 55 56%
Parents SBM 354 117 33%
TMS 294 1 45 49%
Total SBM 472 188 40%
TMS 392 200 51%
Items on the Taking Stock Questionnaire were matched
with the dependent variables in order to address the
concerns of the study. Table 3 lists the variables in the







School Help for Families 3, 4(a,b,c), 5, 16, 18(b),
19(a,b,c)
School-Home Communication 1-6, 11(a,b,c), 12, 13,
15-18
Family Help for Schools 6, 7, 11(d), 12, 13
Involvement in Learning








4(d), 10, 19(d), 20
Data from the questionnaire responses were entered into
a computer. This information was ultimately stored on
computer disk so it could be accessed for subsequent
analysis. Version X of the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS-X) was used to analyze the data. A
level of significance of at least .05 was used to determine
whether to accept or reject the hypotheses. The
questionnaire data was analyzed using crosstabulation
(CROSSTABS) and the T-TEST.
Information collected from the six interviews with the
school principals (or their designees) was analyzed to
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compare with and amplify responses on the educator's
questionnaire.
Summary
This chapter has presented a description of the methods
and procedures used to conduct the study. A description of
the population, instruments and measures used to collect
data was also included. Two versions of the Taking Stock
questionnaire and an interview instrument were administered
to test the hypotheses of the study. The analysis of the
data will be discussed in Chapter Five.
CHAPTER FIVE
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
This chapter contains a statistical analysis of
collected data addressing the hypotheses and research
questions. The purpose of this study was to investigate if
there were any differences in the quality and nature of
family and school partnerships in schools with and without
site-based management as they relate to certain variables.
The research undertaken was descriptive and comparative in
nature. Data were obtained from the Taking Stock/For
Families and Taking Stock/For Educators questionnaires which
were developed by the National Committee for Citizens in
Education (NCCE). Data was also obtained from interviews
held with principals or their designee. The interview
instrument was developed by the researcher, using Epstein's
six typologies (1992). Both the questionnaires and the
interviews were designed to elicit data from the sample
population regarding their perceptions about family and
school partnerships. Each section of the questionnaires and
each question on the interview instrument were related to
one of the following research questions:
1 . Do schools with or without site-based management
differ in the assistance they provide families?
2. Do schools with or without site-based management
differ in the schools' communication with families?
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3. Do schools with or without site-based management
differ in the involvement of parents and community
to assist school staff and children?
4. Do schools with or without site-based management
differ in family involvement of learning activities
at home?
5. Do schools with or without site-based management
differ in parent involvement in governance,
advocacy and decision making?
6. Do schools with or without site-based management




Three schools, one at each the elementary, middle
and secondary level, were chosen to participate in the
Atlanta Public Schools' three-year pilot SBM program, which
started in September 1989. Select personnel, consisting of
the principal, a media specialist, a counselor, the PTA
president and a teacher, from each pilot school were chosen
to implement the program at that school. These
representatives from the three schools attended a two-day
conference in Florida where they learned about the major
components of site-based management and were advised on how
to start the program in their individual schools. These
representatives then returned to their respective schools to
train the remaining staff. No other in-service training
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about site-based management was provided to staff members of
the pilot schools.
The pilot schools in this three-year program did not
receive additional funding to help implement this program or
to provide resources for on-going training and evaluation.
Under the pilot program, principals were expected to
involve a School Improvement Council in decisions at the
school level that directly affected the education of
children. The School Improvement Council at each school was
to be composed of three teachers, two students, two parents,
one support personnel, one clerical staff, one custodian,
one food service personnel, one community representative and
the principal.
The Board of Education for the Atlanta Public Schools
(APS) passed a resolution directing the Superintendent to
conduct a study of site-based management. In its
resolution, the Board stated the following parameters for
the study:
The Plan should provide that the principal has
full authority and responsibility for the operation
for each school (within the parameters established
by the Board and the Superintendent). The plan,
however, should also emphasize the importance of
shared decision-making at the school level;
In order to encourage shared decision-making
at the school level, the plan should provide for
a principal's advisory body at each school which
should include, in addition to the principal, at
least one parent, one teacher, one classified
employee, and one community representative for
the school community in question (APS 1992).
The plan, as developed by the APS, stresses that SBM is
a program to improve the delivery of educational services by
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increasing the autonomy and authority of the school
principal (Norman and Abney 1992). The major purposes for
the implementation of SBM were listed as follows:
• To give more authority at the school site to
principals so a more effective job of educating
children can be done.
• To allow the principal of a school to have more
flexibility in determining a school's policy.
• To fulfill the theory that greater power for
principals will result in greater enthusiasm at the
school level.
Although no evaluation was conducted at the end of the
pilot program, the Atlanta Public Schools decided to allow
any school in the system to submit a proposal to establish
site-based management at their facility. Under this new
policy, which took effect at the beginning of the 1992-93
school year, the school's proposal is evaluated and approved
or disapproved by a committee appointed by the school
superintendent.
Interview Findings
Interview questions which were based on Epstein's six
typologies (1992) were used to expand on the responses to
the Taking Stock questionnaire completed by the educators in
each school. The interview questions are included as
Appendices C and D.
Two principals — one from a pilot SBM school and one
from a TMS — were interviewed. Additionally, four
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administrators designated by the principals of the other
sample schools (two from SBM schools and two from non-SBM
schools) were interviewed. The following sections present
an overview of these interviews as they relate to the
variables of this study. The respondents provided other
information important to understanding the pilot program.
Some of this information was not presented however because
it was not pertinent to the study at hand.
School Help for Families
The informants from the SBM schools stated that they
provide counseling and referrals to families in need of
social services. Each school representative reported that
the counselor and social worker assigned to the school
worked closely together to direct students and/or their
family members to the appropriate agencies for assistance.
The middle school respondent from the SBM school discussed
their policy of calling students into the counselor's office
if it was deemed that they needed some type of help. Many
of the problems of these students were handled at the school
level, according to this respondent.
Similarly, respondents from the traditionally managed
schools said that those schools have programs in place which
offer counseling and referral service for students and their
families as appropriate. For example, at the traditional
elementary school, many workshops were offered for parents
on parenting skills and how they can help their children
develop as individuals and students. A similar program was
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in place at the middle school, according to the
representative of that school. The high school
representative mentioned their program on Progressive
Discipline. If a student had problems at school, the
parents were called in to work with the assistant principal
and the student to deal with the situation. Often
motivational tapes and similar materials were used to help
the student and his or her parent understand the problem and
make positive changes to rectify it. In addition, the
representatives of the traditionally managed schools
mentioned that they each offered tutorial programs during
the week and on weekends to provide additional help for
students.
School-Home Communication
Respondents from the SBM schools repeatedly mentioned
the programs which they had in place to communicate with the
families and to encourage parental involvement in the
schools. To increase communication with parents, one
principal stated that his school sent monthly newsletters to
parents and that teachers were encouraged to send out weekly
newsletters or grade level reports. Further, notices were
posted on a marquee in the front of the school. Each
interviewee discussed various types of handouts, personal
notes, phone calls, and newsletters which they used to keep
parents informed about their children's progress and about
school activities in general.
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The informants from the traditionally managed schools
each indicated that school-home communication was important
to the school. They mentioned that teachers at the non-SBM
schools were encouraged to communicate with family members
about classwork, individual students, and problems. In
addition, each school tried to communicate with parents
about school programs through newsletters and special
bulletins sent to the families. Further, the elementary
school representative discussed specific programs, such as
Family Night, Parent Orientation, parent-teacher workshops,
and the Parent Center, by which the school reached out to
its families.
Family Help for Schools
All six informants discussed the importance of
volunteers in the functioning of classroom and
extracurricular activities. The SBM principal interviewed
noted that most of the volunteers were women because many of
the activities open to volunteers occurred during the day.
However, at the SBM elementary school one father worked with
students in the school on a weekly basis. Volunteers at
this level generally were involved in reading to children,
assisting teachers with classroom activities, and going on
field trip. At the middle school level, volunteers helped
monitor the halls and chaperoned school trips. The
informant from the high school mentioned that parents of
their students networked with other community members to get
them involved with the community school and several parents
with expertise in certain areas offered tutoring services
for students.
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The responses of the representatives of the
traditionally managed schools were similar to those of the
SBM schools. For example, parents served as hall monitors,
chaperoned field trips and provided tutorial services. In
addition, the high school representative mentioned that the
school had an active Booster's Club which assisted with
various school activities and provided refreshments for
events.
Involvement in Learning Activities at Home
According to the SBM informants, to encourage families
to assist in the home learning of their children, teachers
were encouraged to contact the families of their students
personally to try to establish a two-way communication.
Also, family members were invited to open houses at which
grade level expectations were explained and the type of
available extra help was outlined.
The informants from the traditionally managed schools
said that families were encouraged to assist their
children's learning at home in several ways. The
representative from the elementary school mentioned
organized grade level meetings held by the parents to review
the materials the students cover and discuss how they (the
parents) can help at home. The traditionally managed middle
school had a take-home computer program which encouraged
parents to interact with and help students with lessons at
home.
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Involvement in Governance. Decision-Making and Advocacy
In each of the three SBM schools, a School Improvement
Council met to make decisions for the school. Generally,
these councils included the principal, several teachers, a
student representative, selected staff members, and one
parent. In the SBM elementary school, the Council's
parental member was the president of the PTA who could not
attend the regular meetings because they were held during
the day. She sent a representative to those meetings.
When queried about parental decision making, the
principals of the traditionally managed schools responded
very similarly to those in the SBM schools. They stated
that most of the parental power in decision making came from
the PTA, with the president of the PTA having the most
power. It appeared, however, that most of the parental
input in the traditionally managed schools had to do with
fundraising and volunteer services. The middle school
representative stated that parents have input about concerns
of the PTSA through Program Improvement Councils (PIC).
Each team, which is made up of one parent, one student, and
one curriculum specialist, reviewed the problems and
concerns discussed by the PTSA and tried to implement
changes or solutions to resolve those concerns. The
traditionally managed high school did have a curriculum
council which had a parent representative.
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Collaboration and Exchange with the Community
The respondents from the SBM schools said that school
representatives encouraged business involvement in the
schools. At all levels, the school building was made
available to legitimate community groups. Of the three SBM
schools interviewed, the representative of the elementary
schools provided the most information about the school's
exchange with the community. That representative discussed
that several community groups, such as the Lion's Club, work
closely with the school counselor to help get clothing and
shoe certificates for needy families. This school also had
a close relationship with three neighborhood fast food
restaurants which helped with the school's Fall Carnival and
provided assistance with Awards Day and the Student of the
Month program. Further, once a year, a local day care
center used the school building for its annual promotional
activities. This project has been ongoing for five years.
At the SBM middle school, one community group who used
the facilities gave the school a VCR in appreciation of the
work of the school in the community. A local church group,
headed by the minister, also worked with a group of boys
from the middle school.
Outreach programs to the community were also pursued by
the traditionally managed schools, as appropriate, to help
enrich the lives of the students, their families, and the
community. As with the SBM schools, the facilities of the
traditionally managed schools were used by numerous




The Taking Stock/For Families questionnaire was
completed by 125 families of children in the pilot site-
based managed school program of the Atlanta Public School
System. One hundred thirty-seven families in the matched
traditionally managed schools completed and returned
questionnaires.
Each question on the Taking Stock questionnaire had
several sub-questions to which possible responses were "Yes”
and "No." For statistical purposes, a "yes" response was
coded 1 and a "no" response was coded 2. A mean of 1.5
would indicate that half of the respondents answered "yes"
to a question and half answered "no." A mean of less than
1.5 would indicate more "yes" responses than "no" responses.
Conversely, a mean greater than 1.5 would indicate more
negative responses. The closer the mean was to 1, the more
"yes" responses; the closer it was to 2, the more "no"
responses.
Table 4 illustrates a comparison of site-based managed
schools (SBM) and traditionally managed schools (TMS) as
they relate to family and school partnerships. The data
reported in Table 4 show the results of testing hypotheses 1
through 6 and provides a synopsis of all the individual
responses by family members. A listing of responses by
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question on the Family questionnaire can be found in Tables
5 through 10. The findings for each hypothesis are
discussed in detail below.
TABLE 4
COMPARISON OF FAMILY MEMBERS' RESPONSES BETWEEN PILOT AND
TRADITIONAL SCHOOLS
(D.F. = 260)
Pilot (SBM) Traditional (TMS)
(N=125)(N=137)
Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. T-Value
Sehool Help for
Families 1.4745 .236 1.3615 .226 3.95**
Home Sehool
Communieation
1.4155 .212 1.3469 .199 2.69**
Family Help for
Sehools










1 .3816 .247 1.3105 .288 2.13*
Community
Serviees
1.4896 .253 1.5370 .304 1.36
Total 1.4055 .189 1.3511 .198 2.27*
*Signifleant at the .05 level
**Signifleant at the .01 level
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Hypothesis 1
H-| : From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the assistance provided to families from
schools with and without site-based management.
Questions were asked of the family population
concerning the assistance provided to families from schools.
Items 3,4 (a,b,c), 5, 16, 18(b), and 19 (a,b,c) of the
Taking Stock/For Families questionnaire addressed this
hypothesis. A T-Test for independent samples of groups was
done. The mean score for SBM schools was 1.4745 compared to
the mean score of 1.3615 for the traditional-managed
schools. The T-value was 3.95. The difference in the
assistance provided to families from schools with and
without site-based management was significant at the .01
level. Thus this hypothesis was accepted. The findings
suggested that there was a difference in the assistance
provided families from the sampled schools with or without
site-based management. The mean scores indicated that the
families of students at the traditional schools felt that
those schools provided more help for families than did the
parents at the pilot schools.
Table 5 lists the percentage of "yes" responses by item
used in evaluating this hypothesis. On a majority of the
questions, families of children in the TMS responded in the
affirmative to the questions compared to families of
children in the SBM schools. For example, 43.4 percent of
TMS families said that their schools held school gatherings
in local churches or community centers, while 26.2 percent
of the SBM families said their school did this. The
traditionally managed schools provided parent orientation
according to 75.4 percent of the respondents compared to
61.0 percent of the respondents from the SBM schools.
The families from SBM schools gave more affirmative
responses than did families from the TMS when asked if
meetings were held in the evenings and weekends (70.2
percent SBM to 68.9 percent TMS), if the school made an
effort to reach the family at work or in the evenings (78.7
percent to 70.5 percent), and if the school made an effort
to involve men who are significant to the students in school
events (57.5 percent to 45.3 percent).
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TABLE 5
RESPONSES OF FAMILY MEMBERS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR FAMILIES QUESTIONNAIRES
School Help for Families
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
u Question SBM TMS
3a Are meetings and events held evenings and/or
weekends to fit your schedule?
70.2 68.9
3b Is child care provided during meetings and at
other school events?
5.1 30.2
3c Does the school make efforts to reach you at
work or in the evenings?
78.7 70.5
4a Have you been invited to school gatherings at
places in the community, such as local
churches or community centers?
26.2 43.4
4b Are special efforts made to involve fathers
and other men important to your children?
57.5 45.3
4c Have you ever been asked for advice or help in
reaching other parents?
25.4 54.7
5a Are directions clearly posted to help you find
your way around?
52.8 57.8
5b Does the school have a parent room or center? 29.1 49.6
5c Is the office waiting area comfortable? 71.3 84.8
5d Is the office staff friendly and helpful? 88.4 78.2
16a Does the school offer materials explaining the
curriculum grade by grade?
60.8 79.1
16b Does the school provide parent orientation
about educational programs (Chapter I, special
education, bilingual education, for example)?
61.0 75.4
16c Do you understand your child's placement? 64.8 92.5
18b Do you have an opportunity to discuss how to
improve your child's performance privately
with teachers?
93.5 86.6
19a Does the school involve you in planning
activities for families?
28.0 52.4
19b Does the school offer workshops on how you can
help your child do better in school?
45.7 51.2
19c Does the school help organize events for




H2: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the schools' communication with families
from schools with and without SBM.
As noted in Table 3, items 1 through 6, 11 (a,b,c), 12,
13, and 15 through 18 of the Taking Stock/For Families
questionnaire addressed the relationship of home-school
communications.
The statistics in Table 4 show that the mean of the SBM
(pilot) sample was 1.4155 and that of the TMS (traditional)
sample was 1.3469. The T-value of 2.69 was significant at
the .01 level. The results suggested that families of
children at the traditionally managed schools have a more
positive attitude toward the schools' attempt to communicate
with the family than do families of children at the SBM
schools.
The percentage of "yes" responses by family members to
the specific items from the Taking Stock/for Families
questionnaire which related to this hypothesis is documented
in Table 6. For a majority of the questions, families from
the traditional schools responded more affirmatively than
did families from the pilot schools. Pilot school families
did give more positive responses to questions dealing with
keeping parents informed about school activities,
understanding school communications, scheduling of meetings
and conferences, and involving men in events. On the other
hand, families from the TMS gave more "yes" responses to
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questions dealing with school communication in general and




RESPONSES OF FAMILY MEMBERS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR FAMILIES QUESTIONNAIRES
School-Home Communication
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
Question SBM TMS
1 a Does the school keep you informed about
important dates, activities, and events?
95.2 89.7
1b Are communications from the school easy to
understand?
96.8 76.3
1c Does the school handbook provide useful
information for parents?
75.6 76.3
Id Has the school encouraged you to review your
child's records?
43.8 64.6
2a Are report cards and newsletters available in
a language you understand?
99.2 93.3
2b Does the school reception staff communicate
well with you
67.7 68.9
2c Is information about school events available
in your neighborhood, such as at local
churches and over the radio?
16.2 34.1
3a Are meetings and events held evenings and/or
weekends to fit your schedule?
70.2 68.9
3b Is child care provided during meetings and at
other school events?
5.1 30.2
3c Does the school make efforts to reach you at
work or in the evening?
78.7 70.5
4a Have you been invited to school gatherings at
places in the community, such as local
churches or community centers?
26.2 43.4
4b Are special efforts made to involve fathers
and other men important to your children?
57.5 45.3
4c Have you ever been asked for advice or help in
reaching other parents?
25.4 54.7
4d Have you been introduced to a school staff
person whose job is getting to know your
community?
21.5 31.6
5a Are directions clearly posted to help you find
your way around?
52.8 57.8
5b Does the school have a parent room or center? 29.1 49.6
5c Is the office waiting area comfortable? 71.3 84.8
5d Is the office staff friendly and helpful? 88.4 78.2
6a Are you welcome in the building any time
during the school day?
93.6 80.7
6b Does the school return your calls within 24
hours?
75.6 71 .2
6c May you easily visit or observe the classroom? 68.3 84.8
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TABLE 6 (continued)
# Question SBM TMS
11a Do teachers tell you how to contact them? 58.9 76.7
11b Do you hear from your child's teachers at
least once a month?
45.2 44.4
11c Are you notified right away if your child
falls behind?
54.1 57.6
12a Does the school sponsor social events for
parents and teachers to get to know each
other?
36.6 59.8
12b Have you been notified of workshops on how
parents and teachers can work better together?
31.1 39.7
12c Are you ever invited to school staff meetings? 15.4 35.1
13a Is the principal friendly and polite to you
and your parents?
95.9 82.1
13b Is the principal available to meet with
parents?
100.0 78.5
13c Does the principal attend most school events? 100.0 89.1
13d Does the principal know who your child is? 47.5 41 .4
15a Is the school's parent involvement policy in
writing?
47.8 61.3
15b Is the school's parent involvement policy
included in the school handbook?
47.0 60.3
15c Do you have a copy of the school's parent
involvement policy?
39.3 45.1
16a Does the school offer materials explaining the
curriculum grade by grade?
60.8 79.1
16b Does the school provide parent orientation
about educational programs (Chapter 1, special
education, bilingual education, for example)?
61 .0 75.4
16c Do you understand your child's placement? 64.8 92.5
17a Have you been informed of the school's goals
for student achievement?
62.3 77.3
17b Were parents involved in setting these goals? 25.9 56.5
17c Does the school explain whether students are
grouped by ability?
47.1 51.6
18a Are report card and grades fully explained to
you?
62.9 84.2
18b Do you have an opportunity to discuss how to
improve your child's performance privately
with teachers?
93.5 86.6
18c Are results of standardized tests, for your





H3: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the involvement of parents and community
in assisting school staff and children from schools
with and without SBM.
The family population was queried about the amount of
involvement which parents and other members of the community
had in the schools with and without site-based management.
Several items on the Taking Stock questionnaire — 6, 7,
11(d), 12 and 13 — addressed this issue.
An analysis of the responses found the mean of the
pilot group was 1.3066, while the mean of the TMS sample was
1.2946. This difference was not significant at the .05
level, so hypothesis three was rejected.
Table 7 lists the percentage of "yes" responses for
each question asked of families in the pilot schools and




RESPONSES OF FAMILY MEMBERS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR FAMILIES QUESTIONNAIRES
Family Help for School
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
# Question SBM TMS
6a Are you welcome in the building any time
during the school day?
93.6 80.7
6b Does the school return your calls within 24
hours?
75.6 71 .2
6c May you easily visit or observe the classroom? 68.3 84.8
7a Are there interesting volunteer opportunities
you can do at school or at home?
86.2 78.4
7b Have you been encouraged to volunteer? 81 .5 69.2
7c Does the school appreciate your volunteer
efforts?
88.2 81.7
11d Are you involved in solving discipline
problems?
55.2 76.7
12a Does the school sponsor social events for
parents and teachers to get to know each
other?
36.6 59.8
12b Have you been notified of workshops on how
parents and teachers can work better together?
31.1 39.7
12c Are you ever invited to school staff meetings? 15.4 35.1
13a Is the principal friendly and polite to you
and your parents?
95.9 82.1
13b Is the principal available to meet with
parents?
100.0 78.5
13c Does the principal attend most school events? 100.0 89.1
13d Does the principal know who your child is? 47.5 41 .4
Hypothesis 4
H4: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in family involvement in learning activities
in schools with and without SBM.
An analysis of items 7(a), 11(e), 18, and 19(b) was
used to determine how the site-based managed and the
traditionally managed schools impacted on learning
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activities in the home. The pilot group mean was 1.2969,
while that of the traditionally managed sample was 1.2833.
The T-value of .39 was not significant at the .05 level.
This hypothesis was rejected.
Table 8 provides a breakdown of percentage of "yes"
responses by the individual questions considered for testing
this hypothesis.
TABLE 8
RESPONSES OF FAMILY MEMBERS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR FAMILIES QUESTIONNAIRES
Involvement in Learnina Activities at Home
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
# Question SBM TMS
7a Are there interesting volunteer opportunities
you can do at school or at home?
86.2 78.4
11e Do teachers suggest home learning activities
for you to use with your child?
71 .8 49.3
18a Are report card and grades fully explained to
you?
62.9 84.2
18b Do you have an opportunity to discuss how to
improve your child's performance privately
with teachers?
93.5 86.6
18c Are results of standardized tests, for your
child and the whole class, clearly explained
to you?
60.2 65.9
19b Does the school offer workshops on how you can
help your child do better in school?
45.7 51 .2
Hypothesis 5
H5: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in parent involvement in governance.
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advocacy and decision making in schools with and
without SBM.
An analysis of data from responses to items 8, 9, 14,
17(b), and 19(a) of the Taking Stock/For Families
questionnaire found the mean for the SBM sample to be 1.3816
and the mean of the TMS sample to be 1.3105. The T-value of
2.13 was significant at the .05 level, indicating that there
was a difference in the level of governance between the two
groups, with the TMS family members responding that they had
more input in decision-making than did the SBM family
members.
An analysis of "yes" responses to the questionnaire
items corresponding to this hypothesis is shown in Table 9.
Over 56 percent of the families of students from the TMS
responded that they were involved in setting goals for
school and class programs compared to 25.9 percent of the
families in the pilot schools. On the other hand, 59
percent of the SBM families responded that the school
actively sought advice from parents on school issues
compared to 46.4 percent affirmative responses from the TMS
families. Interestingly, 25.2 percent of the families from
the TMS responded that they were involved in selecting the




RESPONSES OF FAMILY MEMBERS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR FAMILIES QUESTIONNAIRES
Involvement in Governance. Decision-Making and Advocacy
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
n Question SBM TMS
8a Does the PTA/PTO meet at least four times a
year?
96.7 90.6
8b Do you enjoy attending the meetings? 62.1 70.6
8c Do your child's teachers attend the meetings? 72.6 88.4
8d Do parents elect PTA/PTO officers? 90.4 89.7
8e Are you given time to express your opinions at
meetings?
77.8 77.8
9a Do the major activities of the PTA/PTO include
recruiting new members?
80.0 85.9
9b Do the major activities of the PTA/PTO include
sponsoring school social events?
58.1 76.4
9c Do the major activities of the PTA/PTO include
discussing controversial issues (for example,
parents' rights, sex education)?
70.8 57.8
9d Do the major activities of the PTA/PTO include
reviewing the school's academic performance?
83.6 83.5
14a Are parents included in selecting the school
principal?
10.3 25.2
14b Are parents involved in planning and
evaluating school programs?
31.6 46.5
1 4c Does the school actively seek advice from
parents on school issues?
59.0 46.4
17b Were parents involved in setting these goals? 25.9 56.5





H5: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the collaboration and exchanges with the
community in schools with and without SBM.
Whether community services were offered through the
schools in the sample was addressed in items 4(d), 10, 19(d)
and 20 of the Taking Stock/For Families questionnaire.
The data presented in Table 4 shows that the mean
responses by the SBM group to these questions was 1.4896 and
that of the TMS group was 1.5370. The T-value of 1.36 was
not significant. Therefore, hypothesis 6, that there is a
difference in the community services offered through the
schools, was rejected.
Table 10 lists the percentage of "yes" responses to the




RESPONSES OF FAMILY MEMBERS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR FAMILIES QUESTIONNAIRES
Collaboration and Exchanges with the Community
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
n Question SBM TMS
4d Have you been introduced to a school staff
person whose job is getting to know your
community?
21 .5 31 .6
10a Does the school work with community groups
provide extra services for families, such




10b Does the school participate in community
events?
78.3 58.5
10c Have you heard about any partnerships the
school has with local businesses?
64.2 41.7
19d Does the school bring in community groups
agencies to provide training on topics of
interest to you?
or 39.5 53.7
20a Does the school offer adult education and
school equivalency (GED) programs?
high 37.6 45.7
20b Are social services available through the
school (for example, health services, family
counseling)?
78.3 58.5
20c Is the school building available for community
activities?
64.2 41 .7
In addition to the "yes" and "no" questions, the Taking
Stock questionnaires included, at the end of each group of
questions, a statement concerning the school and/or school
environment. The respondent was asked to rate this
characteristic of the school (ex., "Overall, rate the
school's communications with parents") which pertained to
the preceding sub-questions. Items were rated as
"Excellent," "Good," "Fair," or "Poor." For statistical
purposes the responses were coded as follows: Excellent =
1, Good = 2, Fair = 3, and Poor =4. So, the lower the
mean, the more positively that item about the school
community was perceived by the respondents.
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Table 11 shows how the families rated the schools on
each characteristic. An analysis of the data previously
discussed showed that there were perceived differences
between the site-based and traditionally managed schools in
the families sampled in the areas of assistance to families,
communication with families, and parental involvement in
governance and decision-making. Interestingly, the
difference in levels of communication between the SBM and
traditionally managed schools in this study was tilted
toward the TMS. From the data shown in Table 11 , parents
from the traditionally managed schools rated their
children's schools as significantly higher than did parents
from the site-based managed schools on such items as:
• School's welcome to families
• School's success in helping parent's understand the
curriculum
• School keeping parents informed about child's
performance.
Parents from the pilot (SBM) schools rated "School's
volunteer program," "School's connection to the community,"
"Principal's availability," and "Parental involvement in
decision-making" significantly higher than did TMS parents.
The theoretical model of site-based management would
predict better family-school communication and parental
involvement in decision-making in site-based managed
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schools. While the data obtained from the "yes/no"
questions contradicted these expectations, the rating
section of this family questionnaire only partially bore
this out. This discrepancy might be explained in part
because teachers were asked to select the parents in each
school who received the questionnaire to complete. Teachers
might have chosen parents who they knew and who they thought
would rate the school fairly. This selection of family
respondents by the teachers might have skewed the responses
received, especially in the traditionally managed schools.
Table 11 also shows that the difference between the




COMPARISON OF FAMILY RESPONSES
BETWEEN PILOT AND TRADITIONAL SCHOOLS
(D.F. = 239)
Pilot (SBM) Traditional (TMS)
(N=120)(N=121 )
Overall Category Mean S.D. Mean S.D. T-Value
Communication with
parents
2.0833 0.816 2.1240 0.802 0.39
Response to its community 2.3445 0.753 2.5086 0.918 1 .50
Reach out to single and
working parents
2.4407 0.790 2.3421 0.967 0.85
Rate the school's extra
efforts
2.9576 1.008 2.8319 0.968 0.98
School's welcome to
families
2.4545 0.764 2.1864 0.886 2.51*
School's openness to you 2.0000 0.795 1.9561 0.856 0.40
School's volunteer
program
1 .8534 0.926 2.1597 1 .073 2.34*
School's PTA/PTO 2.1130 0.971 1.8761 0.917 1 .89
PTA/PTO activities 2.0625 0.688 2.0261 0.950 0.33
School's connections to
the community
2.3727 0.800 2.6972 1 .032 2.60**
Teacher's efforts 2.4180 1.127 2.3866 1 .026 0.23
School's partnership
opportunities
3.1102 0.977 2.9455 1 .003 1 .26
Principal's availability 1 .6496 0.577 2.2881 0.988 6.04**
Parent involvement in
decision-making
2.7321 0.880 3.0268 1.026 2.31*
School's parent
involvement policy




2.3793 0.975 1.9573 0.950 3.35**
School communicates its
goals
2.7257 1.037 2.4870 0.986 1.78
School keeps you informed
about your child's
performance
2.3667 1 .084 1.9217 0.975 3.30**
School's performance in
support you as a parent
2.8087 1 .050 2.6727 1.110 0.94
School's community
services
2.6228 0.729 2.6091 1 .015 0.11
Total 2.4594 0.623 2.3472 0.649 1.08
*Indicates significance to the .05 level.
**Indicates significance to the .01 level.
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Educators
The Taking Stock/For Educators questionnaire was
completed by 71 educators in the pilot site-based managed
schools of the Atlanta Public School System. Fifty-three
educators in the matched, traditionally managed schools
completed and returned questionnaires.
Each question on the Taking Stock questionnaire had
several sub-questions to which possible responses were "Yes"
and "No." For statistical purposes, a "yes" response was
coded 1 and a "no" response was coded 2. A mean of 1.5
would indicate that half of the respondents answered "yes"
to a question and half answered "no." A mean of less than
1.5 would indicate more "yes" responses than "no" responses.
Conversely, a mean greater than 1.5 would indicate more
negative responses. The closer the mean was to 1, the more
"yes" responses; the closer it was to 2, the more "no"
responses.
A comparison of site-based managed schools (SBM) and
traditionally managed schools (TMS) as they related to
educators and school partnerships is documented in Table 12.
A listing of responses by each item on the Educator
questionnaire can be found in Tables 13 through 18. An
analysis of hypotheses 7 through 12 based on the data from
the educators' questionnaires follows.
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TABLE 12










Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. T-Value
School Help for
Families
1.3876 .127 1.3083 .166 3.04**
Home School
Communication
1.3558 .136 1.2741 .159 3.10**
Family Help for
Schools










1.2540 .291 1.1558 .198 4.14**
Community
Services
1.2971 .161 1.3161 .247 0.52
Total 1.3391 .126 1 .2608 .149 3.19**
*Significant at the .05 level
**Signifleant at the .01 level
Hypothesis 7
H7: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the assistance provided to families from
schools with and without site-based management.
Questions were asked of the educators in the six
schools surveyed concerning the assistance provided to
families from schools. The mean score for SBM schools was
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1.387 6 compared to the mean score of 1.3083 for the
traditional-managed schools. A T-test value of 3.04,
significant at the .01 level, was found. The findings
showed that, from the educators' perspective, there was a
difference in the assistance provided families from the
sampled schools with or without site-based management. The
educators surveyed indicated that the traditionally managed
schools provided more help for families than did the SBM
schools.
Table 13 lists the percentage of "yes" responses by
item used in evaluating this hypothesis. As on the family
questionnaire, the educators in the TMS answered more
affirmatively to the questions than did the educators in the
SBM schools. In fact, on only four questions did the
respondents from the SBM schools answer "yes" more often
than the respondents from the TMS.
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TABLE 13
RESPONSES OF EDUCATORS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR EDUCATORS QUESTIONNAIRES
School Help for Families
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
# Question SBM TMS
3a Meetings and events held evenings and/or
weekends to accommodate working parents.
94.3 87.0
3b Child care is provided during meeting times
and other school events.
1 .4 11.1
3c Efforts are made to reach parents at work or
in the evening.
88.7 98.2
4a School holds meetings at local churches,
community centers, etc.
45.1 22.6
4b Special efforts are made to involve fathers
and other men who are important to students.
56.3 63.0
4c Consultations are held with parents on how to
reach other parents.
30.4 47.2
5a Posted signs warmly welcome families and
provide directions.
87.1 67.3
5b School has a parent room or center. 17.1 53.7
5c School has comfortable waiting area for
parents and visitors.
71 .4 72.2
5d Office staff is friendly and helpful. 74.3 94.3
16a School offers written materials to explain the
curriculum grade by grade.
57.7 72.2
16b Orientation is provided for parents about
school's educational programs.
95.7 98.1
16c Parents are consulted about child's placement
(e.g. Chapter 1, special education, bilingual
education).
88.6 92.5
18b Parents have opportunity to discuss how to
improve their children's performance.
100.0 94.5
19a Parents are involved in planning school
activities for families.
42.6 58.5
19b School offers workshops on how parents can
help students do better in school.
69.0 69.8
19c School organizes social events for parents to




Hs: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the schools' communication with families
from schools with and without SBM.
Items 1 through 6, 11 (a,b,c), 12, 13, and 15 through
18 of the Taking Stock questionnaire addressed the
relationship of home-school communications. The mean of the
SBM (pilot) sample in response to these questions was 1.3558
and that of the TMS sample was 1.2741. The T-value of 3.10
was significant at the .01 level. The results suggested
that the educators at the TMS believed their schools did
more to communicate with the families than did the educators
at the SBM schools.
Table 14 lists the percentage of "yes" responses by
educators to the specific items from the Taking Stock/For
Educators questionnaire which related to this hypothesis.
Educators at the SBM schools provided more "yes" responses
to questions about communicating general information to
families than did educators from the traditionally managed
schools. Educators at the TMS, however, gave more
affirmative responses to communicating information to
families about school policies and children's curriculum and
progress than did the educators at the pilot SBM schools.
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TABLE 14
RESPONSES OF EDUCATORS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR EDUCATORS QUESTIONNAIRES
School-Home Communication
^(Percenta2e_^o£_||Yes^]i_Res£onses2
# Question SBM TMS
1 a Calendar of school events, holidays, and in-
service days is sent to each family.
94.4 87.0
1b School communications are easy for parents to
understand.
98.6 100.0
1 c School handbook contains information
specifically for parents.
98.6 80.0
Id Parents are encouraged to review their child's
school records.
88.7 75.9
2a Report cards, school handbook, newsletter, and
notices are available in languages other than
English.
38.6 22.0
2b School reception staff can communicate well
with all parents.
57.7 71.2
2c School newsletters, notices are sent to local
churches, community meeting-places, local
radio and TV stations that serve various
cultural groups.
30.9 24.0
3a Meetings and events are held evenings and/or
weekends to accommodate working parents.
94.3 87.0
3b Child care is provided during meeting times
and other school events.
1.4 11.1
3c Efforts are made to reach parents at work or
in the evening.
88.7 98.2
4a School holds meetings at local churches,
community centers, etc.
45.1 22.6
4b Special efforts are made to involve fathers
and other men who are important to students.
56.3 63.0
4c Consultations are held with parents on how to
reach other parents.
30.4 47.2
4d School staff person is responsible for getting
to know the parent community.
40.6 71 .7
5a Posted signs warmly welcome families and
provide directions.
87.1 67.3
5b School has a parent room or center. 17.1 53.7
5c School has comfortable waiting area for
parents and visitors.
71 .4 72.2
5d Office staff is friendly and helpful. 74.3 94.3
6a Parents and visitors are welcome any time
during school day.
94.4 92.6
6b Telephone calls from parents are returned
within 24 hours.
54.3 86.8





# Question SBM TMS
11a Teachers inform parents how to reach them. 74.6 98.1
11b Teachers communicate at least once a month
with each family.
35.7 67.3
11c Parents are notified right away when a student
falls behind.
72.9 80.4
12a School sponsors social events for parents and
teachers.
46.4 58.5
12b Workshops are given for teachers and parents
on how to work together.
15.5 54.5
12c Parents are invited to staff meetings. 42.3 42.3
13a Principal is friendly and gracious to parents
and visitors.
100.0 83.3
13b Principal is available for meetings at
parent's request.
85.7 100.0
13c Principal attends most school events,
including the social ones.
100.0 94.5
13d Principal gets to know most students. 91.4 90.9
15a School has a written policy on parent
involvement.
47.8 53.8
15b Policy is included in the school handbook. 45.6 54.7
15c Policy is distributed to all families. 32.4 57.7
16a School offers written materials to exolain the
curriculum grade by grade.
57.7 72.2
16b Orientation is provided for parents about
school's educational programs.
95.7 98.1
16c Parents are consulted about child's placement
(e.g. Chapter 1, special education, bilingual
education).
88.6 92.5
17a School presents to parents its goals for
student achievement.
83.1 75.9
17b Parents are involved in setting these goals. 20.0 54.0
17c If the school groups students by ability, this
system is clearly explained to parents.
68.1 62.3
18a Report cards and grades are clearly explained
to parents.
69.0 92.7
18b Parents have opportunity to discuss how to
improve their children's performance.
100.0 94.5
18c Results of school-wide performance on





Hg; From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the involvement of parents and community
in assisting school staff and children from schools
with and without SBM.
Specific items from the Taking Stock/For Educators
questionnaire focused on the amount of involvement which
parents and other members of the community had in the
schools with and without site-based management. An analysis
of the responses showed a difference between the two groups'
responses which was significant at the .05 level. The mean
of the pilot group was 1 .2683, and the mean of the TMS
sample was 1.1952. This data indicated that educators from
the traditionally managed schools perceived the families of
their students as interacting with and assisting in the
school environment more than did the educators in the SBM
schools.
Table 15 lists, by specific question, the percentage of
"yes" responses given by educators in the SBM schools and by
those in the traditionally managed schools.
79
TABLE 15
RESPONSES OF EDUCATORS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR EDUCATORS QUESTIONNAIRES
Family Help for Schools
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
u Question SBM TMS
6a Parents and visitors are welcome any time
during school day.
94.4 92.6
6b Telephone calls from parents are returned
within 24 hours.
54.3 86.8
6c Parents may easily visit and observe the
classrooms.
62.0 98.1
7a Wide range of volunteer opportunities offered
at home and school.
74.3 69.1
7b School actively recruits family members. 71 .8 67.9
7c School supports and rewards volunteers. 93.0 90.7
11d Parents are involved in resolving disciplinary
problems.
94.2 94.4
12a School sponsors social events for parents and
teachers.
46.4 58.5
12b Workshops are given for teachers and parents
on how to work together.
15.5 54.5
12c Parents are invited to staff meetings. 42.3 42.3
13a Principal is friendly and gracious to parents
and visitors.
100.0 83.3
13b Principal is available for meetings at
parent's request.
87.7 100.0
13c Principal attends most school events,
including the social ones.
100.0 94.5
13d Principal gets to know most students. 91 .4 90.9
Hypothesis 10
Hto- From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in family involvement in learning activities
in schools with and without SBM.
An analysis of items 7(a), 11(e), 18, and 19(b) on the
Educators' questionnaire was used to determine how the site-
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based managed and the traditionally managed schools impacted
on learning activities in the home. The pilot group mean of
1.2540 was significantly different than the mean of the
traditionally managed sample (1.1558). The T-value of 2.15
was significant at the .05 level.
Table 16 lists the percentage of "yes" responses to
each question considered for this hypothesis. On only one
item — parents opportunity to discuss how to improve
children's performance — did the educators of the SBM
schools respond more positively than the educators from the
traditionally managed schools.
TABLE 16
RESPONSES OF EDUCATORS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR EDUCATORS QUESTIONNAIRES
Involvement in Learnina Activities at Home
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
Question SBM TMS
7a Wide range of volunteer opportunities offered
at home and school.
74.3 69.1
lie Teachers suggest home learning activities to
help parents work with children.
72.9 88.7
18a Report cards and grades are clearly explained
to parents.
69.0 92.7
18b Parents have opportunity to discuss how to
improve their children's performance.
100.0 94.5
18c Results of school-wide performance on
standardized tests are clearly interpreted for
parents each year.
62.0 90.7
19b School offers workshops on how parents can




H-| 1 : From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in parent involvement in governance,
advocacy and decision making in schools with and
without SBM.
An analysis of data from responses to items 8, 9, 14,
17(b), and 19(a) of the Taking Stock/For Educators
questionnaire found the mean for the SBM sample to be 1.3593
and the mean of the TMS sample to be 1.2407. The T-value of
4.14 was significant at the .01 level, indicating that there
was a difference in the level of governance between the two
groups, with the TMS educators responding that families in
their schools had more input in decision-making than
indicated by the responses of the SBM educators.
Table 17 provides an analysis of "yes" responses to the
questionnaire items corresponding to this hypothesis. The
SBM educators answered "yes" more often than did the TMS
educators only on general questions about participation of
families in PTA/PTO meetings.
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TABLE 17
RESPONSES OF EDUCATORS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR EDUCATORS QUESTIONNAIRES
Involvement in Governance. Decision-Making and Advocacy
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
# Question SBM TMS
8a PTA/PTO meets at least 4 times a year. 100.0 100.0
8b At least 20% of families attend. 42.0 70.9
8c School staff regularly attends meetings. 80.3 90.9
8d Officers are elected by PTA/PTO members. 100.0 98.1
8e Parents speak freely at the meetings. 97.2 92.6
9a The major activities of the PTA/PTO include
recruiting least involved families.
61.4 79.6
9b The major activities of the PTA/PTO include
sponsoring school social events.
66.2 98.1
9c The major activities of the PTA/PTO include 87.3 73.1
discussing controversial issues (e.g. parent
rights, sex education).
9d The major activities of the PTA/PTO include
reviewing the school's academic performance.
81.4 85.2
14a Parents participate in selecting the school
principal.
11.6 24.5
14b Parents are involved in planning and
evaluating school programs.
27.5 47.1
1 4c School actively seeks advice from parents on
school issues.
71.8 72.2
17b Parents are involved in setting these goals. 20.0 54.0




H-|2: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the collaboration and exchanges with the
community in schools with and without SBM.
Table 12 indicates that the difference between the SBM
group and the TMS group in responding to the questionnaire
items which addressed this hypothesis was not significant.
This hypothesis was therefore rejected for educators.
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Table 18 shows the percentage of "yes" responses to the
specific questionnaire items used in testing this
hypothesis.
TABLE 18
RESPONSES OF EDUCATORS TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS
ON TAKING STOCK FOR EDUCATORS QUESTIONNAIRES
Collaboration and Exchanaes with the Community
(Percentage of "Yes" Responses)
# Question SBM TMS
4d School staff person is responsible for getting
to know the parent community.
40.6 71 .7
10a School collaborates with community groups to
provide extra services to students and
families.
66.2 76.9
10b School participates in community events. 94.2 83.0
10c Partnerships are established with local
business(es).
95.7 71.7
19d School arranges for community groups or
agencies to provide training on topics of
parent interest.
50.0 54.9
20a School offers Adult Education and high school
equivalency (GED) programs.
66.2 76.9
20b School makes referrals to family support
resources and other social services.
94.2 83.0
20c School building is available for community
activities.
95.7 71 .7
An analysis of the data from Table 12 shows that there
were perceived differences between the responses of
educators in the site-based and traditionally managed
schools in the areas of assistance to families,
communication with families, assistance to schools, home¬
learning activities and parental involvement in governance
and decision-making.
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Table 19 further analyzes educators' responses to the
rated items found in the Taking Stock/For Educators
questionnaire. The rated responses of the educators
corroborated, for the most part, how they responded to the
individual "yes/no" questions on the questionnaire. An
evaluation of the rated items summarized in Table 19 showed
that the educators in the SBM schools rated only two
items — communication with parents and school's community
services — significantly higher than did those in the
traditionally managed schools. The TMS educators, however,
rated the following items higher than did the SBM educators:




• Parent involvement in decision making
• Information on the curriculum
• Information on student performance
• School's support for parents.
The difference between the overall means of the two




COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES BETWEEN PILOT AND TRADITIONAL SCHOOLS
(D.F. = 122)
Pilot (SBM) Traditional (TMS)
(N=71 ) (N=53)
Overall Category Mean S.D. Mean S.D. T-Value
Communication with
parents
1.4648 0.629 1.7925 0.743 2.66**
Response to its community 2.7042 0.744 2.8776 0.992 1 .09
Reach out to single and
working parents
2.3099 0.646 2.2075 0.717 0.83
Rate the school's extra
efforts
2.6571 1 .034 2.6078 0.896 0.27
School's welcome to
families
2.4507 0.693 2.0401 0.755 3.09**
School's openness 2.2754 0.968 1.4615 0.699 5.13**
School's volunteer
program
2.2388 1 .074 2.0612 0.899 0.94
School's PTA/PTO 1.9859 0.573 1.6346 0.742 2.96**
PTA/PTO activities 2.2254 0.760 2.0200 0.714 1.50
School's connections to
the community
1.8841 0.676 2.1224 1 .013 1 .44
Teacher's efforts 2.1831 0.703 1.8462 0.826 2.44*
School's partnership
opportunities
3.0000 0.993 2.6667 0.887 1 .90
Principal's availability 1 .4848 0.588 1.6154 0.745 1.06
Parent involvement in
decision-making
3.0746 0.974 2.7000 1.035 2.00*
School's parent
involvement policy




2.1884 0.733 1.8077 0.715 2.87**
School communicates its
goals




2.2676 1.068 1.6346 0.715 3.71**
School's performance in
support of parent
2.9577 0.836 2.5000 0.851 2.91**
School's community
services
2.1014 0.622 2.5625 0.920 3.24**
Total 2.3698 0.535 2.1914 0.586 1 .47
*Indicates significance to the .05 level.
**Indicates significance to the .01 level.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
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were differences in the quality and nature of family and
school partnerships in schools with and without SBM as they
relate to certain variables: school help for families;
school-home communication; family help for schools;
involvement in learning activities at home; involvement in
governance, decision making and advocacy; and collaboration
and exchanges with the community.
In this chapter, data from interviews and from the
Taking Stock/For Families and Taking Stock/For Educators
questionnaires were analyzed, described and presented.
Twelve hypotheses were tested and the results were reported.
Of the twelve hypotheses, three were accepted based on
family responses and five were accepted based on educator
responses. While statistically significant, the patterns of
interaction found between the two groups in this study
appeared to be quite similar. This was evident from an
evaluation of the rated responses, which were not
significant overall for either the families or the
educators.
Overall, the responses of all six interview respondents
were similar. While each individual school might have had
several unique programs, all the respondents suggested that
their schools were trying to strengthen the connection
between the school, the family, and the community.
Responses by parents and educators on the "yes/no"
questionnaire items indicated that the traditionally managed
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schools were doing a better job assisting families,
communicating with the student's home and involving the
parents in decision-making. Nothing stated in the
interviews with the school principals or their designees
predicted these results. Representatives from both the SBM
and TMS offered similar responses to how they assist
families and communicated with parents.
In responding to the question of parental involvement
in school decision-making, informants of the SBM schools
explained the School Improvement Council providing this
function. In theory this Council should increase parental
involvement in decision-making, but the responses from
families and educators did not indicate that fact.
The two other variables for which there was a
significant difference between groups of educators from the
SBM and traditionally managed schools were family help for
schools and family involvement in learning activities at
home. The responses of SBM interviewees concerning family
help in the school were very similar to those of the TMS
respondents. Both groups stressed the importance of
volunteers in their schools and discussed the types of
activities in which these volunteers engaged. Further,
while the specific programs to get families involved in
learning at home varied among all the respondents
interviewed, the specific responses of the interviewees did
not indicate that one group did more in this regard than the
other.
CHAPTER SIX
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter will provide a summary of findings,
statements of conclusions drawn from the findings, a
discussion of implications of these results, and then offer
recommendations. Discussions with experts, review of
relevant published and unpublished literature, in-depth
interviews and surveys were employed to collect data for
this research. The primary data for this research was
generated from responses to Taking Stock/For Families and
Taking Stock/For Educators questionnaires and from
interviews with principals or administrators at the three
pilot site-based managed schools within the Atlanta Public
School System and the three matched, traditionally managed
schools in that system.
The purpose of this qualitative study was to assess the
implications which family and school partnerships have for
schools which implement site-based management (SBM). The
three site-based managed schools, which piloted the program
in the Atlanta Public School System (APS), were studied, as
were three traditionally managed schools within the APS
system which were matched with the SBM schools on several
demographic characteristics — reading and math percentage,
socioeconomic status, attendance, and mobility of student
population. The pilot schools included one each at the
elementary, middle and high school level, as did the
traditionally managed schools. Within these schools, the
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study's population consisted of the school principal (or
their designees) of each of the six schools, educators at
each school, and selected parents of students at each
school.
The research questions relative to this study were as
follows:
1 . Do schools with or without SBM differ in the
assistance they provide families?
2. Do schools with or without SBM differ in the
school's communication with families?
3. Do schools with or without SBM differ in the
involvement of parents and community to assist
school staff and children?
4. Do schools with or without SBM differ in family
involvement of learning activities at home?
5. Do schools with or without SBM differ in parent
involvement in governance, advocacy and decision
making?
6. Do schools with or without SBM differ in
collaboration and exchanges with the community?
The hypotheses developed from these research questions
were tested for both families and educators using the
responses of both groups to the "yes/no" items on the Taking




Information gained from the interviews with two
principals and four administrators from the subject schools
indicated that there was little difference in the ways the
site—based managed and traditionally managed schools related
to and communicated with the families of students. The
informants from the site-based managed schools discussed a
School Improvement Council, something which was mandated in
the pilot program and which was not found in the traditional
schools. These Councils were involved in making decisions
for the schools. The parent representative of these
Councils was the PTA president at the school, who in one
case could not attend the meetings because they conflicted
with her work schedule.
Data relative to the twelve hypotheses were analyzed
and presented in Chapter V of this study. A summary of the
findings based on the hypotheses follows:
Hypothesis 1 : From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the assistance provided to
families from schools with and without SBM.
From the responses to the questionnaire items, a
significant difference at the .01 level was found in the
assistance provided to families from schools with and
without SBM. The families from the traditional schools felt
that those schools provided more help for families than did
the parents at the pilot (SBM) schools. The first
hypothesis was accepted.
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Hypothesis 2: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the schools' communication with
families from schools with and without SBM.
A significant difference at the .01 level was found in
home—school communication in families from schools with and
without SBM. This result suggested that families at the
traditional schools felt that those schools did a better job
in communicating with the families than did the families at
the SBM schools. This hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 3: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the involvement of parents and
community in assisting school staff and
children from schools with and without SBM.
The level of significance for the responses from the
families at the SBM schools and the traditional schools was
greater than .05. Hypothesis 3 was therefore rejected.
Hypothesis 4: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in family involvement in learning
activities in schools with and without SBM.
No significant difference was found between the
responses of families at site-based managed and
traditionally managed schools. This hypothesis was
rejected.
Hypothesis 5: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in parent involvement in
governance, advocacy and decision making in
schools with and without SBM.
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A significant difference at the .05 level was found in
the parental involvement in governance, decision-making and
advocacy in schools with and without SBM. The TMS family
members indicated that the families had more input into
decision-making at the schools than did families at the
site-based managed schools. This hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 6: From the perspective of families, there is a
difference in the collaboration and exchanges
with the community in schools with and
without SBM.
No significant difference was found in the community
services exchanges in schools with and without SBM. This
hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 7: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the assistance provided to
families from schools with and without SBM.
From the responses to the questionnaire items, a
significant difference at the .01 level was found in the
assistance provided to families from schools with and
without SBM. The educators from the traditional schools
felt that those schools provided more help for families than
did the educators at the pilot (SBM) schools. This
hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 8: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the schools' communication with
families from schools with and without SBM.
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A significant difference at the .01 level was found in
home-school communication in families from schools with and
without SBM. This result suggested that educators at the
traditional schools felt that those schools did a better job
in communicating with the families than did the educators at
the SBM schools. This hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 9: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the involvement of parents and
community in assisting school staff and
children from schools with and without SBM.
A significant difference at the .05 level was found in
family help for schools with and without SBM. Educators
from traditionally managed schools indicated that family
members assisted in their schools to a greater degree than
did educators at the SBM schools. This hypothesis was
accepted.
Hypothesis 10: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in family involvement in learning
activities in schools with and without SBM.
A significant difference at the .05 level was found in
the involvement of learning activities at home in schools
with and without SBM. Results suggested that the TMS
educators felt that the family of their students were more
involved in home learning than did the site-based managed
educators. This hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 11: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in parent involvement in
governance, advocacy and decision making in
schools with and without SBM.
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A significant difference at the .01 level was found in
the parental involvement in governance, decision-making and
advocacy in schools with and without SBM. The TMS educators
indicated that the families have more input into decision¬
making at the schools than did educators at the site-based
managed schools. This hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 12: From the perspective of educators, there is a
difference in the collaboration and exchanges
with the community in schools with and
without SBM.
No significant difference was found in the community
services exchanges in schools with and without SBM. This
hypothesis was rejected.
Further, category ratings concerning the family-school
partnership on specific characteristics of the school and/or
school environment were tabulated. While the theoretical
model of site-based managed schools would predict better
family-school communication in those settings, the ratings
given by family members did not bear this out. Ratings
given by the TMS educators also indicated that communication
in the traditionally managed schools was better with
families overall than did those ratings given by their SBM
counterparts. The ratings given by family members
contradicted, in part, the responses given on the "yes/no"
question. This discrepancy may have resulted from some
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biasing in the selection of families to be included in the
study. This discrepancy was not evident in the data
generated by the educators. Further, the difference between
the overall means for the families was not significant.
Likewise, the difference between the overall means of the
responses by the educators from the SBM schools and from the
traditionally managed schools was not significant.
Analysis of Findings
The overall findings suggested that the site-based
managed schools which took part in the Atlanta Public School
System pilot project did not develop better collaboration
with families and the community than did the matched schools
chosen for this study. When comparing the responses by
families and by educators of site-based managed schools with
those of traditionally managed schools, several interesting
trends immerged however. The percentage of "yes” responses
by families and educators on the questionnaires, when
analyzed, offered an indication about the strengths and
weaknesses of the interaction between the school and
families under these types of school management.
The families and educators of both the site-based
managed and traditionally managed schools agreed that the
schools kept families informed. Interestingly though, there
was a discrepancy between families and educators on the ease
of understanding the communications for families. The
educators at both schools and the families at the SBM
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schools felt that the communications were easy to
understand; however the families at the traditional schools
felt less positively about the understandability of
material. These responses were not consistent with a
similar question, however, since educators of both schools
felt that the report cards and newsletters were not
available in language understandable to all, while the
parents of both schools felt very positively that they were
understandable. This discrepancy may be attributed, in
part, to the slight difference in the wording of the
questions presented to the families and to the educators.
In addition to the general categories discussed above,
the families of the SBM schools rated their schools higher
in the following areas than did families of the TMS:
• Making special efforts to involve fathers and other
men important to the students in school activities
• Welcoming family members into the school during the
day
• The friendliness and politeness of the school
principal
• The availability of the principal both in the school
and at parent-school meetings
• Encouraging family members to volunteer
• Suggesting home learning activities for use with the
children
• Discussing controversial issues such as parents'
rights and sex education at PTA/PTO meetings
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• Seeking advice from parents on school issues
• The school's participating in community events
• The school's partnership with local businesses
• The availability of social services such as health
services and family counseling through the schools
• The availability of the school building for
community activities.
The families from the traditionally managed schools
gave considerably more positive responses than their
counterparts at the SBM schools on several items, such as
the ease of visiting the school or observing the classroom,
teachers' advising parents how to contact them, the school's
offering materials to explain the curriculum grade by grade,
the understandability of their child's placement, and the
report cards and grades being fully explained. In
addition, the TMS parents rated their schools higher than
the parents from the SBM schools in the following areas:
• Being asked for advice or help in reaching other
parents
• A parent room or center at the school
• The comfort of the office waiting area
• The school's sponsoring of social events for parents
and teachers to get to know each other
• The availability of the school's parent involvement
policy in writing, such as part of the school handbook
• The availability of parent orientation on
educational programs such as Chapter 1, special education,
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or bilingual education
• Involvement in the goal setting for one's children
• Involvement in planning activities for the schools
• The attendance of teachers at PTA/PTO meetings.
The educators of the SBM schools rated those schools
higher than their peers in the traditional schools in
encouraging families to review their child's records, in the
friendliness of the school principal, in the types of
materials discussed at PTA/PTO meetings, in the school's
participating in community events, in communicating about
the school's partnerships with local businesses, in the
availability of social services through the school, and in
the availability of the school facility for community
activities.
The educators from the traditional schools were more
positive than the educators at the SBM schools on several of
the same items answered more favorably by the TMS families
— asking parents for advice and/or help in reaching other
parents, the school's having a parent room or center, the
ease of visiting and observing classrooms, advising parents
how to contact them, the school's providing materials
explaining the curriculum grade by grade, the
understandability of report cards and grades, the school's
organizing events for parents to get to know each other
better, and teachers' attendance at PTA/PTO meetings.
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Weak areas suggested by the educators and families of
both sets of schools were in the dissemination of
information about schools events on the radio and through
other community organizations, in the selection of the
school principal, and in the fact that child care was not
available during meetings and school events.
In comparing responses between schools (SBM, TMS) and
between groups (families, educators), it was interesting to
note that educators were often more positive about their
efforts to communicate with families than families were
about this communication. This difference was most evident
in the following areas:
• Whether the school handbook provided useful
information for parents
• Whether the school had encouraged the parent to
review the child's records
• The understandability of report cards and
newsletters
• That meetings and events were scheduled in the
evenings and/or weekends to fit families' schedules
• Whether the school made an effort to reach the
families at work or in the evenings
• Whether directions were clearly posted to help
families find their way around at the schools
• Whether families had been introduced to the staff
person whose job was getting to know the community
• Whether families were told how to contact teachers
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• Whether families were notified right away if their
child fell behind
• Whether the principal knew the family's child
• Whether the school provided parent orientation about
educational programs such as Chapter 1, special education,
bilingual eduction
• Whether the family had been informed of the school's
goals for student achievement
• Whether parents were given time to express their
opinions at PTA/PTO meetings
• Whether the school actively sought advice from
parents on school issues
• Whether the school participated in community events
• Whether social services were available through the
school
• Whether the school building was available for
community activities.
These disparities in responses between educators and
families could have been the result of the slight
differences in questions between the two questionnaires. It
could have, however, reflected the fact that there was a
difference in perception between the two groups. If that
were the case, more effort should be made to improve the
perception of the communication from the families'
perspective since they are the recipients of the messages




The findings of the study suggest the following
conclusions:
1 . Families and teachers agreed that the traditionally
managed school provided greater assistance to families than
did SBM schools.
2. Families and teachers agreed that the traditionally
managed schools communicated better with families than did
the site—based managed schools.
3. From the educators' perspective, the traditionally
managed schools did more to involve parents and the
community to assist school staff and children than did the
site-based managed schools.
4. From the educators' perspective, the traditionally
managed schools did more to encourage family involvement in
learning activities at home than did the site-based managed
schools.
5. Families and teachers agreed that the traditionally
managed schools promoted more parent involvement in
governance, advocacy and decision making than did the SBM
schools.
6. Neither style of school management impacted on the
collaboration and exchanges with the community.
Implications
The following implications were drawn from the findings
and conclusions of this study.
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SBM means two things according to the literature:
1 , Delegating greater decision making authority to
individual schools;
2. Encouraging shared decision making among local
school stakeholders.
The first definition has to do with improving the
teacher/learning process. The second has to do with
governance of schools.
Although APS has adopted the trappings of shared
decision making, the emphasis has been on empowering the
local principal to the end of improving learning. Further,
proper training, continued evaluation and continuity was not
afforded to the pilot schools. Representatives from the
original pilot schools only attended a two-day seminar in
Florida. No additional training was offered to these
schools, nor were there interim reviews of the programs to
assess strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, it is not
surprising that the pilot schools were rated consistently
less positively than the traditionally managed schools by
both families and educators.
If SBM is to serve as a vehicle for improving
family/school partnerships, the following principles must be
taken into consideration:
1 . The Atlanta pilot SBM schools were not better than
traditionally managed schools in relating to and forming a
partnership with families. If SBM schools are going to move
into the forefront of involving families in decision making.
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governance, help for schools, home learning and
collaboration and exchange in the community, they are going
to have to train personnel, monitor the programs and
distribute legitimate power to all participants.
2. Everybody involved in the school system must be
willing to relinquish and redistribute power. If there is
going to be a complete restructuring of schools along the
SBM model, significant changes in the Atlanta Public School
System will have to be made. The School Board and
Superintendent will have to give legitimate power to the
site administrator/principal, as well as to the faculty,
staff and families. Adopting part of an idea, as has been
done in the Atlanta Public Schools of giving more decision¬
making authority to the principal alone, implies that the
system is not totally committed to the idea of site-based
management. Real changes in the distribution of authority
and decision making will have to be implemented in the
Atlanta Public Schools before the system demonstrates its
commitment to the structural changes subsumed under the name
"site-based management."
3. There was evidence from this study that a school
which is site-based managed in name only is not providing a
better means for the formation of school-family
partnerships.
4. More attention needs to be focused on whether there
is a need in the Atlanta Public Schools for site-based
managed schools. If such a need exists, then efforts must
104
be marshalled to ensure that target schools are truly
restructured so that all interested parties of the school —
principal, teachers, parents, community members, students —
can provide leadership and direction.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are derived from the
conclusions and implications of this study.
1. The Atlanta Public School System should clarify its
expectations regarding shared decision making and how this
relates to delegation of authority to the principal.
2. APS should provide intensive, on-going training and
support to all participants.
3. The experience of the pilot schools suggest that
the introduction of innovations require long-term and
intensive commitment on the part of teachers and
administrators.
4. In order to improve family/school partnerships, SBM
should be part of a broader, systematic strategy for
bringing schools and families closer together.
5. The Atlanta Public School system might utilize this
study as a source of information to assist in planning and
implementing family/school partnership programs.
6. The school system might use Taking Stock/For
Families and Taking Stock/For Educators to discern how
members of a school community feel about the quality of the
school's relationship with its families.
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Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
were differences in the quality and nature of family and
school partnerships in schools with and without SBM as they
related to certain variables. Two hundred and sixty-two
parents, one hundred and twenty-five educators, and two
principals and four administrator designees comprised the
study sample. Twelve hypotheses were forwarded to look at
the impact of site-based management on the following:
• School Help for Families
• School-Home Communication
• Family Help for Schools
• Family Involvement in Learning Activities
• Family Involvement in Governance, Decision Making
and Advocacy
• Collaboration and Exchanges with the Community.
This chapter provided several recommendations based on
an analysis of the data and from interviews with the school
principals or their designees. True site-based management
has not yet been accepted in the Atlanta Public Schools.
The pilot program of three schools was not adequately
monitored, staff was not properly trained, and educational
leaders within the system were not supportive of the idea.




Takacnig Sti©©k / Edly©all©r
The Inventory of Family, Community and School Support
for Student Achievement
•Teen ere ervvn *Z'**T*
(D&ar Xducators:
'Ihank.you.for tailing t(U time from your Busy scBeduCe to anszoer tBese questions aBout your
scfwoCs efforts to vjor^zoitfi parents. ^R^seardi sBozus tfiat invoCxnng parents BeCps cfUQCren do
Better in scBoot.
Slsking adparts of tBe schoot community -- teacBers, families, administrators, andstaff -
aBout zofiat tde school is doing, and hozo effective it has Been, zvill help us plan a program that
meets everyone's needs andcontriButes to the children's success in school.
We appreciate all that you are already doing andgreatly value your responses.
•n *•*
1. Name of School:
2. Date:




All responses will be kept confidential
Taking Stock / Educators
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1. Does the school communicate openly and frequently with families?
a Calendar of school events, holidays, and in-service days is sent to
each family.
b. School communications are easy for parents to understand.
c. School handbook contains information specifically for parents.
d. Parents are encouraged to review their child’s school records.
R0t0 tfte 0chO0V0 communications:




Yes □ No □
O Poor
2. Does the school make special efforts to reach families from all racial,
cultural and language groups In your community?
a Report cards, school handbook, newsletter, and notices are available
in languages other than English. Yes □ No □
b. School reception staff can communicate well with ail parents. Yes □ No □
c. School newsletters, notices are sent to local churches, community
meeting-places, local radio and TV stations that serve various
cultural groups. YesQ No Q
Rate the school's efforts to reach all families:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
3. Does the school make special efforts to reach working and single parents?
a Meetings and events are held evenings and/or weekends to accommodate
working parents. Yes □ No □
b. Child care is provided during meeting times and other school events. Yes □ No □
c. Efforts are made to reach parents at work or in the evening. Yes □ No □
Rate the achool'a efforts to reach working and single parents:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
Taking Stock / Educators
(108)
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4. Does the school make extra efforts to reach families who are not as Involved?
a School holds meetings at local churches, community centers, etc. YesQ No Q
b. Special efforts are made to involve fathers and other men who are
important to students. YesQ No Q
c. Consultations are held with parents on how to reach other parents. YesQ No Q
d. School staff person is responsible for getting to know the parent
community. YesQ No Q
Rat0 the schoQl^s extra efforts:
O Exeetient O Good O Fair O Poor
5. Does the school welcome parents and family members Into the building and
make them feel comfortable?
a Posted signs warmly welcome families and provide directions. YesQ No Q
b. School has a parent room or center. YesQ No Q
c. School has comfortable waiting area for parents and visitors. YesQ No Q
d. Office staff is friendly and helpful. YesQ No Q
Rate the sohooPs welcome to families:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
6. Are the school and Its staff open and available to parents?
a Parents and visitors are welcome any time during school day. Yes □ No □
b. Telephone calls from parents are returned within 24 hours. Yes □ No □
c. Parents may easily visit and observe the classrooms. Yes □ No □
Rate the school’s openness:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
Taking Stock / Educators
(109)
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7. Does the school encourage volunteer participation from families?
a Wide range of voiunteer opportunities offered at home and school. Yes □ No □
b. School actively recruits family members. Yes □ No □
c. School supports and rewards volunteers. Yes Q No □
Rate the achool'a volunteer programz
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
8. Is the parent-teacher organization (PTA/PTO) active and strong?
a PTA/PTO meets at least 4 times a year. YesQ No □
b. At least 20% of families attend. Yes □ No □
c. School staff regularly attends meetings. Yes □ No □
d Officers are elected by PTA/PTO members. Yes □ No □
e. Parents speak freely at the meetings. YesQ No □
Rate the PTA/PTO'a performance:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
9. What are the PTA/PTO's major activities?
a Recruiting least involved families. Yes □ No Q
b. Sponsoring school social events. YesQ No Q
c. Discussing controversial issues (e.g. parent rights, sex education). YesQ No Q
d Reviewing the school’s academic performance. YesQ No Q
Rate the PTA/PTO's activities:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
Taking Stock / Educators
(110)
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10. Does the school reach out to the community?
a School collaborates with community groups to provide extra services
to students and families.
b. School participates in community events.
c. Partnerships are established with local business(es}.
Rate the echool’s connections with the community:
O Excellent O Good O Fair
YesQ No Q
YesQ No Q
Yes Q No Q
O Poor
11. Do teachers communicate well with parents?
a Teachers inform parents how to reach them. YesQ No Q
b. Teachers communicate at least once a month with each family. YesQ No Q
c. Parents are notified right away when a student falls behind. YesQ No Q
d. Parents are involved in resolving disciplinary problems.
e. Teachers suggest home learning activities to help parents work
YesQ No Q
with children. YesQ No Q
Rate the teachers' efforts:
O Excellent O Good O Fair Q Poor
12. Does the school provide opportunities for parents and teachers to develop a
strong partnership?
a School sponsors social events for parents and teachers. Yes □ No □
b. Workshops are given for teachers and parents on how to work together. Yes □ No □
c. Parents are invited to staff meetings. YesQ No □
Rate the parent/teacher partnership:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
Taking Stock / Educators
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13. Do parents have opportunities to develop a relationship with the principal?
a Principal is friendly and gracious to parents and visitors. YesQ No □
b. Principal is available for meetings at parent request. YesQ No □
c. Principal attends most school events, including the social ones. Yes □ No a
d. Principal gets to know most students. YesQ No □
Rate the prlnclpal'a acceaalblllty:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
14. Are parents Involved In how the school Is run?
a Parents participate in selecting the school principal.
b. Parents are involved in planning and evaluating school programs.
c. School actively seeks advice from parents on school issues.
Ra'tm parent Involvement In daelslon-maklng:
O Excellent O Good O Fair




15. Does the school have a clear policy on parent involvement?
a School has a written policy on parent Involvement. YesQ No Q
b. Policy is included in the school handbook. YesQ No Q
c. Policy is distributed to all families. YesQ No Q
Rate lachool’a parent Involvement policy:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
Taking Stock / Educators
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16. Does the school give parents adequate Information about the curriculum?
a School offers written materials to explain the curriculum
grade by grade. YesQ No □
b. Orientation is provided for parents about school’s educational programs. YesQ No □
c. Parents are consulted about child’s placement (e.g. Chapter 1,
special education, bilingual education). YesQ No □
Rate the achool’e Information on the curr^ulum:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
17. Does the school fully Inform all parents about Its goals for student
achievement?
a School presents to parents its goals for student achievement. Yes □ No □
b. Parents are involved in setting these goals. Yes □ No □
c. If the school groups students by ability, this system is clearly
explained to parents. Yes □ No □
Rate how well the school communicates Its goals:
Q Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
18. Are parents fully Informed about student academic performance?
a Report card and grades are clearly explained to parents. YesQ No Q
b. Parents have opportunity to discuss how to improve their children’s
performance. YesQ No Q
c. Results of school-wide performance on standardized tests are clearly
interpreted for parents each year. YesQ No Q
Rate the school’s Information on student performance:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
Taking Stock / Educators
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19. Does the school help parents be more effective as parents?
a Parents are involved in planning school activities for families. YesQ No □
b. School offers workshops on how parents can help students do better
in school. YesQ No □
c. School organizes social events for parents to get to know one another. YesQ No □
d. School arranges for community groups or agencies to provide training
on topics of parent interest. Yes □ No □
f}at0 (he echool’a auppprtMor parents:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
20. Does the school help families connect with community services?
a School offers Adult Education and high school equivalency (GED)
programs. YesQ No Q
b. School makes referrals to family support resources and other
social services. YesQ No Q
c. School building is available for community activities. YesQ No Q
RatemthefBchoot’a connections to community: services:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
(114)
APPENDIX B
TaWmg Stl©©k / J©or Fiiim515©s
The ZxiTantory of Family• Community and School Support
for student Achievement
CtM
(Dear (Parents and y^amily (fdemStrs:
*Thankjyonfor taking the time from your Busy schedule to answer these questions aBout
your schooCs efforts to worhiwith parents. (Research shows that invoCving parents heCps
children do Better in school.
Ohour answers zoiH help the school learn more about your dreams and e?(pectations for
your children, ^With your help, the school can plan a parent involvement program that tneets
your needs and contriButes to your child's success.
^e greatly value your responses.
VJV#TV •JWTV *«*
1. Name of School:
2. Date:
3. Please let us know who you are:
□ Parent
□ Grandparent
□ Other Relative or Friend
All responses will be kept confidential
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Taking Stock / for Families 11.Does the school communicate often and openly with you?
a. Does the school keep you infotmed about important dates, activities, and
events? □ Yes □ No
b. Are communications from the school easy to understand? □ Yes □ No
c. Does the school handbook provide useful Information for parents? □ Yes □ N o
d. Has the school encouraged you to review your child's records? QYes □ No
OvBraltf fate thB Behoof’s communications with parents:
O BxcBllsnt O Good O Fair O Poor2.Does the school respect and respond to its community’s cultural and language
differences?
a Are report cards and newsletters available in a language you understand? □ Yes □ No
b. Does the school reception staff communicate well with you? □ Yes □ No
c. Is Information about school events available In your neighborhood, such as
at local churches and over the radio? □ Yes □ N o
Rats ths school's responss to Its commun/0^ ^
O Excellent OlGood O Fair O Poor3.If you are a single or working parent, do you feel the school makes a special effort to
reach you?
a Are meetings and events held evenings and/or weekends to fit your schedule? □ Yes □ No
b. Is child care provided during meetings and at other school events? □ Yes □ No
c. Does the school make efforts to reach you at work or in the evening? □ Yes □ N o
Rate the school’s effort to reach out to single and working parents:
O Excellent O Good O Fair Q Poor
(116)
Taking Stock / for Families 2
4. Does the school make extra efforts to reach all families?
a. Have you been invited to schooi gatherings at piaces in the community, such
as local churches or community centers? □ Yes □ No
b. Are special efforts made to involve fathers and othermen Important to
your children? □ Yes □ No
c. Have you ever been asked for advice or help in reaching other parents? □ Yes □ No
d. Have you been introduced to a school staff person whose Job Is getting to
know your community? □ Yes □ No
Rata the school’s extra efforta:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
5. Does the school welcome you Into the building and make you
a. Are directions cleariy posted to help you find yourway around?
b. Does the school have a parent room or center?
c. Is the office waiting area comfortable?
d. Is the office staff friendly and helpful?
Raid the schoot’a welconiB to families:
O Excallant 3 O Good O Fair
feel comfortable?
□ Yes □ No
□ Yes □ No
□ Yes □ No
□ Yes □ No
O Poor
6. Are the school and its staff open and available to you?
a Are you welcome In the building any time during the school day? □ Yes □ No
b. Does the school return your calls within 24 hours? □ Yes □ No
c. May you easily visit or observe the classroom? □ Yes □ No
Rate the school's opennesa to you:
. O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
'
(117)
Taking Stock/for Families 3
7. Does the school encourage your volunteer participation?
a. Are there Interesting volunteer opportunities you can do at school or at home? □ Yes □ No
b. Have you been encouraged to volunteer? □ Yes □ No
c. Does the school appreciate your volunteer efforts? □ Yes □ N o
Rate the sehoaVs voi
O
funteer program:
Excellant O Good O Fair O Poor
8. Is the parent-teacher organization (PTA/PTO) active and strong?
a. Does the PTA/PTO meet at least four times a year? □ Yes □ No
b. Do you enjoy attending the meetings? □ Yes □ No
c. Do your child's teachers attend the meetings? □ Yes □ No
d. Do parents elect PT/^/PTO officers? □ Yes a No
e. Are you given time to express your opinions at meetings? □ Yes □ No
Rata tha achool’a PTA/PTO:
O Bxcallant O Good O Fair O Poor
9. What are the PTA/PTO*s major activities?
a. Recnjiting new members? □ Yes □ No
b. Sponsoring school social events? □ Yes □ No
c. Discussing controversial Issues (for example, parents' rights, sex education)? □ Yes □ No
d. Reviewing the school's academic performance? □ Yes □ No
Rata tha PT/WPTO's activities:
O Bxcallant O Good O Fair O Poor
(118)
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10. Does the school reach out to your community?
a. Does the school work with community groups to provide extra services for
families, such as tutoring, rent assistamce, or housing?
b. Does the school participate In community events?
c. Have you heard about einy partnerships the school has with local businesses?
Rat« the sohooi’a connecUona to the community:
O Bxeellent O Good O Fair




11. Do your children's teachers work closely with you?
a. Do teachers tell you how to contact them? □ Yes □ No
b. Do you hear from your child's teachers at least once a month? □ Yes □ No
c. Are you notified right away if your child falls behind? □ Yes □ No
d. Are you Involved in solving discipline problems? □ Yes □ No
e. Do teachers suggest home learning activities for you to use with your child? □ Yes □ No
Rate the teacher's efforts:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
12. Does the school provide opportunities for you and your child’s teacher to
develop a strong partnership?
a. Does the school sponsor social events for parents and teachers to get to know
each other? □ Yes □ No
b. Have you been notified of workshops on how parents and teachers can work
better together? □ Yes □ No
c. Are you ever Invited to school staff meetings? □ Yes □ No
Rate the school’s partnershlpMopportunities:
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor
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Taking Stock / for Families 513.Does the principal make an effort to know parents and students?
a. Is the principal friendly and polite to you and other parents? □ Yes □ N o
b. is the principal available to meet with parents? □ Yes □ N o
c. Does the principal attend most school events? □ Yes □ N o
d. Does the principal know who your child is? □ Yes □ N o
Rata tha principal's avaiiebUlty:
O Bxcaltant O Good O Fair O Poor14.Do you feel that parents are involved in how the school Is run?
a. Are parents included In selecting the school principal?
b. Are parents involved in planning and evaluating school programs?
c. Does the school actively seek advice from parents on school Issues?
Rate parent lnvolV9m9nt in decishn-maklngr ^^^^^^
O Exeeltent O.GOod Q Fair
□ Yes □ No
□ Yes □ No
□ Yes □ No
O Poor15.Is the school’s parent Involvement policy clear to you?
a. Is the policy In writing? □ Yes □ N o
b. Is the policy Included in the school handbook? □ Yes □ N o
c. Do you have a copy of the policy? □ Yes □ N o
Rata tha sehool'a parent involvemt9nt policy:
O Excallant »0:;;<SObd O Fair O Poor
(120)
Taking Stock / for Families 616.Does the school explain what your child Is learning and how he or she is being
taught?
a Does the school offer materials explaining the curriculum grade by grade? □ Yes □ No
b. Does the school provide parent orientation about educational
programs (Chapter 1, special education, bilingual education, for example)? □ Ye s □ No
c. Do you understand your child's placement? □ Yes □ N o
Hat0 th0 school's succsss in helping you understand the curriculum^
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor17.Does the school fully Inform parents about Its goals for student achievement?
a. Have you been informed of the school's goals for student achievement? □ Yes □ No
b. Were parents involved In setting these goals? □ Yes □ No
c. Does the school explain whether students are grouped by ability? □ Yes □ No
Rate how well the school communicates its goa/s; ^ „
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor18.Do you feel fully informed about your child's academic performance?
a. Are report card and grades fully explained to you? □ Yes □ No
b. Do you have an opportunity to discuss how to Improve your child's performance
privately with teachers? □ Yes □ No
c. Are results of standardized tests, for your child and the whole class, clearly
explained to you? QYes QNo
Rate how well the school keeps yoi
O Excellent
ninformed about your child’s performance:
O Good O Fair O Poor
(121)
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19. Does the school help you be more effective as parents?
a. Does the school Involve you In planning activities for families? □ Yes □ No
b. Does the school offerworkshops on how you can help your child do better
In school? □ Yes □ No
c. Does the school help organize events for parents to get to know each other? □ Yes □ No
d. Does the school bring in community groups or agencies to provide training
on topics of Interest to you? □ Yes □ No
Rata the achooi'a performance In
O Excellent
supporting tyqu as a parent:
O Good O Fair O Poor
20. Are community services offered through the school?
a. Does the school offer adult education and high school equivalency
(GED) programs? □ Yes □ No
b. Are social services available through the school (for example, health
services, family counseling)? □ Yes QNo
c. Is the school building available for community activities? □ Yes □ No
/7afft ihe sc/ioo/'s i commun/fy serWces:





1 . What does the school do to assist families in their
basic obligations?
2. How does the school communicate with families about
school programs and children's programs?
3. What kinds of things are done by families to help the
school and teachers?
4. How are parents involved in home learning?
5. How are parents involved in school decision making?
6. How does the school help families connect with
community services?





1 . What does the school do to assist families in their
basic obligations?
2. Have you been able to do more through SBM than you
could have done with a TBM school?
3. How does the school communicate with families about
school programs and children's programs?
4. What kinds of things are done by families to help the
school and the teachers?
5. Are other things done to encourage volunteers other
than asking at PTA meetings and sending notices?
6. How are parents involved in home learning?
7. Are resources provided for families to help their
children at home?
8. Is there a larger budget for SBM schools?
9. How are families involved in school decision making?
10. How does the school help families connect with
community services?




3400 Valley Ridge Terrace, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30331
July 30, 1992
Dr. Nancy J. Emmons
Research and Evaluation
Atlanta Public Schools
210 Pryor Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30335
Dear Dr. Emmons:
This letter is to request permission to conduct a study
of school and family partnerships, in selected schools with
and without site-based management.
All information gathered from surveys and interviews
will be treated in a confidential manner. Participants'
responses and the schools' identification will be anonymous.
Enclosed for your review are six (6) copies of the
proposal presented to and approved by my committee on
July 20, 1992. Revisions, as recommended by the committee,
have been made. A copy of recommended revisions is
enclosed.












I am conducting a doctoral study on some factors which influence family
and school partnerships. In order to conduct a quality study, it is important that
a professional as yourself have the opportunity to assist in identifying various
components which comprise family and school partnerships.
The purpose of this study is to determine if there are differences in
family and school partnerships with and without Site-Based Management. Your
school has been randomly selected from among schools most closely matched to
the pilot school which implemented Site-Based Management. Your participation
is very important to this study and your assistance would be greatly appreciated.
Please allow me to come and interview you and explain how you, your
faculty, and parents can provide quality information for this study. Responses
will be regarded as confidential.
I will be contacting you by telephone to set up a date and time









I am conducting a doctoral study on some factors which influence family and
school partnerships. In order to conduct a quality study, it is important that a
professional as yourself have the opportunity to assist in identifying various
components which comprise family and school partnerships.
The purpose of this study is to determine if there are differences in family and
school partnerships with and without Site-Based Management. Your school,
being the only one of its kind to have participated in the pilot program, makes
your participation very important to this study. Your assistance would be
greatly appreciated.
Please allow me to come and interview you and explain how you, your faculty,
and parents can provide quality information for this study. Responses will be
regarded as confidential.
I will be contacting you by telephone to set up a date and time convenience for
you.










1 am conducting a doctoral study on some factors which influence family
and school partnerships. Your school has been randomly selected for
participation. I am, therefore, asking that your complete the attached
survey form and return it to the contact person in your school in two or
three days.
Please respond to all items. There is no need to place your school name
on the survey form. All responses wiil be kept in the strictest confidence.










I am conducting a doctoral study on some factors which influence family and school
partnerships. Your school participated in the pilot program implementing Site-Based
Management, therefore, your participation is vital to this study.
1 am asking that you take approximately 20 minutes of your time to corralete the
attached survey form and return it to the contact person in your school in two or
three days.
Please respond to all items. There is no need to place your school name on the survey
form. All responses will be kept in the strictest confidence.









You have been selected to participate in a study of family and school
relationships. I am therefore asking that you complete the attached survey
and return it to your child’s teacher in the next two days.
Please respond to all items. The information obtained in this survey will
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